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Prefatory Note. 


condensation within prescribed limits and ftl*> ai a 
certain amount of popular treatment 

Few who take up the present volume, for example, 
will have gone through the late Professor Green's elab¬ 
orate “ introduction ” to the works of Humo, or even 
perhaps have read the whole of Mr Hill Burton’s ‘ Life 
and Correspondence ’ of the philosopher; not to speak 
of more recent critical discussions, English or foreign. 
The aim of the book is to give to such readers a full and 
unbiassed picture of the man, and an equally impartial 
account of his Philosophy—of its sources, its character¬ 
istics, and its issues. 

Two methods are practicable. Either an account of 
Hume’s philosophical system, and a critical estimate of 
it, may be woven round the story of his life, and carried 
on continuously from chapter to chapter, to the end of 
the volume; or the ' Life 1 may he (detached from the 
‘Philosophy’ altogether. As Hume was not much in¬ 
volved in metaphysical controversy during his lifetime, 
and us the significance of his system was mainly post¬ 
humous, it is easier in his case than in that of any other 
modem philosopher of note, to separate the biographical 
sketch, from any but the most cursory account' of his 
system, and to take up the latter by itself. This will 
accordingly lie done. It is true that'the gradual devel¬ 
opment of his system may bo traced through the chief 
incidents of his life ; anc! although, by separating the 
account of tho^ man from an estimate of his system, there 
is some risk of repetition £vhcn*the latter comes to be 
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discussed, it is <b bo hoped that a re-statement, so far 
as it niffy fCfur, wiy tend to further elucidation. 

On tiie most cursory examination of his writings, two 
things are noticeable. First, they contain few references 
to his philosophical predecessors. They are neither 
enriched nor burdened with learning. Secondly, they 
enter very little into controversy with conteni|>oriirios. 
Hume ileals mainly with the perennial aspects of the 
problems lie discusses, and hence the abiding value of 
his treatment of them. 

The delay in the issue of this volume has Iteen a 
matter of regret. It is not only that the subject has 
grown larger, the longer it has been studied : but, in 
collecting materials for another work on the philosophy 
of Hume, the desire, to do justice to both—neither to 
anticipate the larger by the smaller, nor to lessen any 
interest the 8iiialler*inay possess by the reservation of 
materials for the larger—may explain it. 

As to new sources of information in reference to Hume, 
the author may refer to MSS. in the British Museum, 
and to the historical MSS, at Ncwhailos, belonging to Mr 
Dalrymple, which have been generously placed at bis 
l service.• He has not, however, been able to obtain 
access to the volumes of Hume MSS. in the custody of 
the Royal Society <rf Edinburgh ; the Secretary being of 
opinion that Mr Hill Burton had sufficiently examined 
these. 

Tile permit of Hume prefixed to the # volume is a 
reproduction of one *b^ Allan Ramsay, now in the 
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National Gallery at Edinburgh, It toe paiilted* far 
Hume as a companion picture to^the gortrait^Musseau; 
which Ramsay also painted for him, The original was 
presented to the National Gallery by Mrs Macdonald 
Hume of Nine wells, a grandniece of the philosopher, 
It is, in all respects, the most characteristic likeness of 
him that exists. The bust, moulded by a country artist 
at Profeasor Ferguson’s request, and the medallion by 
Tassie engraved by Alexander Hay, (which are repro¬ 
duced in Mr Hill Burton’s Life), are inferior to it, both 
in historical interest and expressiveness, 
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SECTION A.—HIS CAREER. 


CHAPTER I. 

• INTHODl'CTOltV. 

Tuk philosophy of Hume is significant amongst those 
of Europe, not merely from its intellectual features, as 
& system of opinion; but also from the way in which 
it developed tendencies, which wen- latent in English 
Philosophy from the first, and from the reaction which 
it inaugurated—the movement of reconstruction to which 
it gave rise. In the history of human thought, destruc¬ 
tive movements are invariably followed by constructive 
ones j and, vice verm, the sceptic succeeds the dogmatist, 
whether he appears as a destroyer, or merely sits apart— 

“ Holding no form of creed, 

But contemplating all."# 

In the*succession of the schools, however, wo do not 
tod *mer$ repetition of identical experiments, without 
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forward movement, or “ increasing purpose.”. In one 
sense, Philosophy is always repeating itself; bp* in an¬ 
other sense, it never does so. Betuftiing kraie same con¬ 
troversies, it never takes them up a second time, in the 
same manner as before; and the reason is obvious. *The‘ 
philosophic is only one element in the complex intellec¬ 
tual life of a people; and, as it blends with other ele¬ 
ments, their respective intensity variea Therefore, when 
an old philosophy—lineally descended from an ancestral 
type—reappears, what may be called its intellectual allies 
always differ from those which were associated with it 
at the earlier stage; and the character of every philo¬ 
sophy is greatly influenced by its allies. It is thus that 
‘the experiontialism of Hume differed from that of Bacon, 
while both of them differed from that of Comte. 

In David Hume, however, our J3ritish Philosophy 
reached the most significant crisis it has as yet passed 
through, mainly because of the thoroughness and con¬ 
sistency with which ho developed to its furthest 
issues the doctrine of Experience, on which that phil¬ 
osophy had been founded by Bacon, expanded by 
Hobbes, and wrought out by Locke. He saw, with 
consummate clearness, the logical result of a system of 
which Experience is the alpha and the omega; and his 
destructive criticism has been quite as helpful to the 
progress of the human mind, as the constructive efforts 
which it overthrew, chiefly because it cleared the atmo¬ 
sphere of mist. It took the mind of England, and 
subsequently that of Europe, away from secondary and 
outlying questions, to, those which are pttipaiy, and 
compelled it to probe the philosophy of experience, to 
the core—tjiufl preparing the way for the .critical 'ideal- 
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gf Kant, aai rendering its rise inevitable. Hume 
npy bUya^l to have proved, once and for all, that a 
philosophy v&ieh tdltes its rise in sense-experienoe leads 
nowhere; that itB issue must bo speculative nihilism, and 
jthltlts practical outcome is agnostic. 

| Considering the important place which his writings 
[hold in the literature of Philosophy, his life may seem 
(comparatively uneventful. But tho lives of philoso¬ 
phers aro seldom stirring; and to the speculative mind, 
|there is a greater charm in the meditations of a recluse, 
[than in the exploits of those who change tho map of a 
[continent. Hume’s life, however, has a special, interest 
[of its own; and the admirable volumes in which Mr 
[Hill Burton has recorded it aro a valuable contribution 
to philosophical biography. Wo shall find that tho Iifo 
and career of the ijan explain some of tho characteristics 
of his system. Ilumo was not a recluse speculative phi¬ 
losopher, like Spinoza and Kant. He was—as were 
Bacon and Leibniz—| man of affairs, a practical admin¬ 
istrator, as well as a thinker and writer. How this 
influenced his opinions will be seen as wo advance; 
while in the earlier chapters a criticism of the system 
which he championed will lw interwoven less or more 
with the record of his literary history. 
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CHAPTEll II. 

KAHLY LIFE. 

I>avid Hume whs )iom at Edinburgh on tho 26th of 
April 1711 (0. S.) He was the younger son of a small 
1 (order laird, Joseph Hume (or Home) of Ninewells, 
whose estate lay in the parish of t'liirnside, in Berwick¬ 
shire. The house was named Ninewells (says an anti¬ 
quarian) “from a cluster of springs of that number. 
They hurst forth from a gentle declivity in front of tho 
mansion, and fall into the river "Whitadder. These 
springs, as descriptive of their property, were assigned to 
tho Humes of this place—as a difference in arms—from 
tho chief of their house.” 1 II The family was a branch of 
that of tho Earls of Hume ; although for the connecting 
link wc have to go back to tire times of James I. and Janies 
II. of Scotland. Lord Home, the' founder of Dunglas 2 

I See Douglas’s Baronage of Scotland, 1798. 

II It may not lw too trivial to note, in passing, tlmt the philosopher 
insisted on spelling hi* name Hume, as “ by far the most ancient and 
most general till about tho Restoration, when it became common to 
spell Home, contrary\o the pronunciation ” (Letter of <David Home 
to Alexander Home of Whitlield, April 1768) ; while his relative Lord 
Karnes, and others of the family, kept to the spelling Home.—See 
Sir Walter Scott’s account of this, Miscell. Works, vok xilt. p. 287. 
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Ilia Parentage. 

(Bb.ri»$Jiimself tells us), “went over to France with the 
Douglas,* arffWwas killed, either in tho battle of Crevant, 
or Vemeuil, gained by the Duke of Bedford against the 
Franeh.” 1 

In his brief but excellent autobiography, entitled ‘ My 
Own Life,’ 2 Hume tells us: “ My family was not rich, 
and being myself a younger brother, mv patrimony was 
of course very slender. My father, who passed for a 
man of parts, died when 1 was an infant, leaving me, 
with an elder brother and sister, under the care of our 
mother, a woman of singular merit, who, though young 
and handsome, devoted herself entirely to the rearing 
and education of her children." Hume's mother was a 
daughter of Sir DaviTl Falconer, president of the. College 
of Justice. It is probable that he inherited a good deal 
of his mother’s constitution and temperament. She was 
shrewd and homely, very kind, and very practical in her 
ways. She is reported t<> have once said of her son, 
“Our Davie’s a fine, ^good-natured crater, but uncommon 
wake-minded.” If the story 1 m- authentic,' 1 it would Iks 
interesting to know on what peculiarity of character that 

1 In a MS. Diary of a kinsman- Crorgo Home of Kimmerghame 
—there is a quaint notice of Hume's ancestry. After recording tho 
death of the laird of Ninewells, the grandfather of the philosopher, 
on the 14th February 1695, the writer adds, “Though he seemed 
not to desire a scutcheon, we have entered one, with his eight branches, 
to be put over the door of the church." 

* It wae edited by Adam Smith, and first publishes! in 1777, the 
year after Hume's death. In the same year it was translated Into 
Latin. * 

* There U% story of Hume's brother Joseph having said some¬ 
thing so nftich resembling this that thellource of the tradition in both 
cases/nay be the tame. “ My brother Davie’s s good enough sort of 
man, but rathe* narrow-minded! “—See the Supplement to the Life 
of David Home, p. 88: Hondo* 1777.^ 
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maternal judgment was based, as Hume aSfterwarcts shewed 
anything rather than weak-mindedness. «It may have 
referred to the instability of his early purposes^ and to 
his preference for a precarious literary calling, over those 
of which the rewards were more obvious; or it may have 
arisen from the mother’s observing her son’s dislike to 
take an extromo side, either in opinion or action, which 
afterwards showed itself in the moderation of his philo¬ 
sophical tendencies. Evidently Hume had strong filial 
feelings. When he heard of his mother’s death, on 
his return to London from Turin in 1749, he was 
found, wc aro told, “ in an agony of tears.” 

Little is known of his early education, or of his pur¬ 
suits, whether in Edinburgh or at Ninewells. His own 
account is very brief: “ T passed through the ordinary 
course of education with success.” *IIo seems to have 
entered the Greek class in the University of Edinburgh 
when twelvo years of ago. It is certain that a David 
Homo was a matriculated student <ff that class in Febru¬ 
ary 1723; but we do not know how he distinguished 
himself, or how long ho remained at college. It was 
probably for three years, ns the undergraduate Univer¬ 
sity life of Scottish youths was then (as now) limited 
to three or four winter sessions of aland six months 
each. During tho next seven years—usually a forma¬ 
tive period in tho mental history of every youth—we 
have little information as to his intellectual habits. After 
leaving college, ho seems to have Iftcd a good deal at 
the paternal estate of Nine well a, and there be was left 
entirely to his own discretion in selecting a cirane of 
study. His choice led him to tire ancient classics, ’and 
to such wo As in philosophy* and poetry as he had 
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afitr* to iu th*modest family library at Niuewolls. 
But wmle'%» indu^riout, he was not a critical student 
of the classics then, or at any future time—although he 
read* Latiu with ease, 1 and Greek with some difficulty. 
He has nowhere told us What philosophical books he 
read, or what were his sources of information as to the 
systems of the past—a point on which wo would like 
to have had his own testimony at this particular period 
of his career. We can, it is true, fill up the blank to 
a certain extent. With little direct knowledge of the 
writers of antiquity, he imbibed the spirit, and a good 
deal of the teaching, of the Roman Stoics in his boy¬ 
hood. Slightly acquainted with their books, he rapidly 
divined the essence of their system, and became familiar 
with the ultimate questions of tho philosophy of know¬ 
ledge and of moflds, through the hints which a very 
casual and miscellaneous reading disclosed. It may even 
be said that, although his mature philosophy was genea¬ 
logically an evolution from that of Locke, it was evolved 
in him not so much from a study of recent speculation 
in England, as from his early familiarity with tho Greek 
and Roman writers. The inlluence of Cicero, Seneca, 
and Plutarch can be traced, in a marked degree, both in 
his attitude towards.certain problems of thought and 
experience, and in tho literary style of his Essays. 

1 In correspondence with Francis Hutcheson iu 1742, about the 
‘ Philoeophi^Moralis Institute Compendiaria’ of the latter, Hume 
add: “ I have not wrote any in that language these many years, but 
yours weems to me very pure, and even easy and elegant." And to 
EHr Gilbert Bitot he said (February 1751), referring to an essay he had 
just written on the populousness of fcnthjuity, that he bad “read 
overjdmost all the classics, both Greek and Latin, since he formed the 
plea” of hie eqeay ; bat that he had no copy of Strabo, which he bega 
KUot to lend him. * 
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Absorbed with what the library at Nfhewells *supp^ Jd 
him, it is evident that, duriijg tljese ye^ft, External 
Nature had little attraction and certainly no chirm for 
him. The Honler county in which he lived, rich hi 
traditions of the raids and ’forays of the seventeenth 
century—of which every dale among the Cheviots, and 
all the peels and castles by Tweed and Yarrow could 
give account—never seems to have interested him. 1 
Hume’s temperament, though not frigid, was certainly 
prosaic. No glow of enthusiasm, no touch of chivalry, 
no colouring of romance irradiated it. Even in the 
sentimental days of boyhood his estimates of men and 
things were based, with scarcely any exception, upon 
utiUhj. lie was essentially matter-of-fact from the first, 
and he remained un-ideal to the last. An acute observer, 
one of the keenest and cleverest of erfties, he was never 
known to have been carried away by any fervour for 
what was above and beyond himself. (We shall see 
how this explains a good deal of li»s sulxequent Philo¬ 
sophy, and how it determined the characteristics of his 
‘History.’) It had its mingled advantages and drawbacks. 
The unimpnssioned temperament is, as a rule, more 
scientific than the emotive one ; but it is less apprecia¬ 
tive of that side of nature, and of human life, of which 
science takes no cognisance. In Hume’s case the result 
was a singular limitation in the range of his sympathies. 
He had no appreciation of Art, except of tli£ bounded 
(Ireek type, and even with that he was unfamiliar. He 
saw nothing specially to admire in the great,, pictures, 
• • 

'The one Rooming exception— his interest in the old quarry at 
NinewelU alludcjl to in his “ last will and testament **y-really proves 
the rule. 0 
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and buildings of antiquity. To the world of 
the Beiflitiftd he wjis aUnost colour-blind. Music had 
no revelation to him. It was mere noise— ro.r ci j>e<r- 
tertu nihil. Gothic architecture was a “heap of con¬ 
fusion and irregularity.’ 1 Throughout his whole career, 
his judgments as a literary critic were nearly as un¬ 
fortunate as his prejudices as a historian. 11 is enthu¬ 
siasm for secondary or obscure Scottish writings—if 
some personal bias led him to take them up—and his 
indifference to the greater works in other literatures, 
was in singular contrast to the keenness of his intellect, 
and the accuracy of his judgment in social and political 
philosophy. 2 Thus, however clear and penetrating his 
intellect, the bounded range of his sympathies cut him 
off from the very possibility of understanding and appre¬ 
ciating the philosophy of Idealism. The assertion might 
even be hazarded, that while Hume’s intellect was 
imperial, his sympathies were provincial. From his 
curious dislike to tMe Knglish character, as compared 
with the Scottish and the French - and especially to all 
Londoners—he failed to understand some of the best 
features of the Anglo-Saxon race. Xot only so ; but wo 
find that the same provincialism prevented him from 
appreciating Shakesjicarc, whom lie ventured to call 
“a disproportioned and misshapen giant.” lie was 
thorouglily French in his estimate of Shakespeare, and 
of many other literary men and eras, as well as systems. 

• 

1 Sethis early “ Essay on Chnalry." 

8 For exanrple, be preferred the tragedy of * ftouglas,’—written by 
hia relativ8 Home,—to every other tragedy in the language, includ¬ 
ing eyen the plays of Shakespeare (as his French admirer Madame 
de Bonffler* ako did); and Wilkie’s * Kpigouiad ’ wja, in his judg¬ 
ment, second only to 1 Paradis**f,mt ’ 1 
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It is to be observed however that, duriffg what’we^jpdy 
call the Ninewells period of his mental lift, tile crisis 
through which ho passed was such, that it prevented 
him, almost necessarily, from taking a vivid interest .in 
other things; in Nature itself on the one hand, or in 
literary art on the other. Had lie communed with 
Naturo as a boy, had he familiarised himself with 
Shakespearo, or rejoiced in the Border ballads, or pur¬ 
sued medieval Art, or even studied Science, he would 
never have developed his Philosophy. 

A remarkable letter, written in his sixteenth year to 
his friend Michael Ramsay, throws a good deal of light 
on his character as a youth. He writes (July 1727) :— 

“ All the progress that I made ” (referring to his writing) 
“ is but drawing the outlines on loose b^s of paper ; here a 
hint of u passion ; there a phenomenon in the mind accounted 
for; in another the alteration of these accounts ; sometimes 
a remark upon an author I have been reading. ... I am 
entirely confined to myself and library for diversion since 
we parted. 

- " ‘ Ka sola voluptus 
Holamenquo innli.’— 

And indeed to me they are not a small one ; for I take no 
more of them than I please ; for I hate task-reading, and I 
diversify them at pleasure—sometintes n. philosopher, some¬ 
times a poet—which change is not unpleasant, nor di|8ervice- 
able neither; for wlmt will more surely engrave upon my 
mind a Tusculan disputation of Cicero’s ‘ De Aegritudine 
Lenienda,' than an eclogue or gcorgick qf Virgil’s I . . . Vir¬ 
gil’s life is more tjre subject of my ambition than Cfcero’s, 
being what I can apprehend to be more within*ny power. 
For the perfectly wise man, that outbraves fortune, is surely 
greater than the husbandman who slips by her ^ ar$, indeed, 
this pastoral %nd satumiau happiness I have in a great 
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AkMAjge come at *ust now. I live like a king, pretty much 
jy myself, whither full action nor perturbation ,—molUs 
iomnot. • This state, however, I can foresee, is not to be relied 
>n. My peace of mind is not sufficiently confirmed by 
philosophy to withstand the blows of fortune. This great¬ 
ness and elevation of soul is to Ik; found only in study and 
:ontemplation—this can alone teach us to look down on 
iiuman accidents. You must allow me to talk thus, like a 
philosopher ; 'tis a subject I think much on, and could talk 
sf all day long.” 

The “grave and high-toned philosophical feeling ” of 
this letter, to which Hume’s biographer alludes, certainly 
warrants him in describing it as a “ remarkable letter to 
have been written by a youth little more than sixteen 
years old.” Mr llill Burton adds : “Through the whole 
of the memorials of Hume’s early feelings we find the 
traces of a bold an?l far-stretching literary ambition. . . . 
‘I was seized very early,’ he tells us in his ‘Own Life,’ 

1 with a passion for literature, which has been the ruling 
passion of my life, affil a great source of my enjoyments.’ 
Joined to this impulse, we find a practical philosophy, 
partaking far more of the stoical than of that sceptical 
school with which his metaphysical writings have iden¬ 
tified him; a morality of self-sacrifice and endurance 
for the accomplishment of great ends. . . . He was an 
economist of all his talents from early youth. No 
memoir of a literary man presents a more cautious and 
vigilant husbandry of the mental powers and acquire¬ 
ments. There is fto instance of a man of genius who 
has wast%d less in idleness or in unavailing pursuits. 
Money Was not his object, nor tfas temporary fame; . . . 
butrhis ijiling object of ambition, pursued in poverty and 

riches, in health and siciness, in laborious'bbscurity and 

• • 
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amid the blaze of fame, was to establish a perm^jpfft 
name, resting on the foundation,of literary ftsfrievbments", 
likely to live as long as human thought endured, and 
mental philosophy was studied.” 1 This is as just .and 
discriminating a judgment, as it is happily expressed. 
There is no doubt that, in Hume’s case, wo have one of the 
finest practical embodiments of the utilitarian philosophy 
on record. It is worldly wisdom was great, and it was of 
an elevated typo. We shall see its limitations by-and-by. 

In his seventeenth year Hume began, and in the same 
year he ended, the systematic study of law. Even of 
that year he said, in words often quoted : “While my 
family thought I was poring upon Yoet and Vinnius, 
Cicero and Virgil were the authors 1 was secretly 
devouring.” 2 There is little doubt, however, that had 
ho chosen to pursue what he tells us the business ho 
first “ designed to follow,” he might have attained to 
eminence at the bar, and ultimately to high distinction 
as a jurist. His remarkable clearifcss and calmness of 
mind, his power of arranging materials, of seizing the 
central points of a case and discarding irrelevanciea, his 
admirable judgment, and his general skill in argument, 
would have guaranteed success; and he must have turned 
from this profession not from any reluctance to face its 
labours, though he described it as “ nauseous ” to him, 
but from the hope of achieving greater renown, and a 
more illustrious name in Literature. His ambition was 
already fired to encounter both speculative and literary 
toil in the domain of Philosophy, more arduous than 
that of the bar. 


1 Lifo »nd Correspondence of David Home, vol. i. pp. A7, 18. 
* My Own Ufe. 
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T)jiring the si« years that followed his collego course, 
IJuftis^enjs to have spent the winter in Edinburgh, and 
to have.livecf at Nirfbwells in the summer months; and 
ad he was much alone—either in his library, or walking 
by ftie Whitadder, or riding to drink the waters of 
the mineral spa at Duns—there can be no doubt that 
during these years his subsequent philosophy began to 
take shape, at least in outline. He read extensively, 
and was dissatisfied with what he read. With no vio¬ 
lent mental insurrection against the beliefs of the past, ho 
quietly put authority aside; and believing that nothing 
had as yet been determined in philosophy, he pushed 
forward with tho ardour of youth in the hope of discov¬ 
ery. For three years he was perfectly happy—speculat¬ 
ing continuously, writing tentative essays, and filling 
many quires of p^per with miscellaneous jottings. In 
his eighteenth year, however, his health was Romewhut 
undermined. His ardour suddenly failed him, and ho 
passed through an gxperience which will he best de¬ 
scribed in his own words. In order that, with restored 
health, he might return to his studies, and achieve some¬ 
thing worthy of fame, he resolved—or rather was forced 
—to attempt for a time the more active life of business. 
“In 1734,” lie says, 1 “I went to Bristol, with some 
recommendations to eminent merchants, but in a few 
months* found that scene totally unsuitable to me.” 
He went from Scotland by way of London, probably 
sailing from Leith; and while in the metropolis he 
wrote* a letter to a London physician, much more re¬ 
markably ftnd important as an,autobiographical record, 
than the former epistle to Michael Ramsay. It is not 
1 My Own Life. 



14 


Hume. 


certain to whom this letter was addrewed (prabablv^) 
Dr George Cheyne), 1 nor is it known whejheg^^was 
ever sent, or what reply Hume received; but its. having 
been written by Hume is a most interesting fact, as it 
exhibits him in a mental crisis, such as most thought¬ 
ful and studious persons pass through at one time or 
another. As found amongst his papers, it is simply 
entitled a “Letter to a Physician”; and Hume never 
signed it, wishing to keep his name a secret. As this 
letter supplies us with a key both to the man and to 
his philosophy—Hume himself calls it “ A kind of His- 
toTy of my Life”—a considerable extract from it may 
bo given :— 

“ You must know,” he says, “ that from my earliest 
infancy I found always a strong inclination to books 
and letters. As our college educating in Scotland, ex¬ 
tending little further than the languages, ends com¬ 
monly 2 when wo are about fourteen or fifteen years of 
ago, I was after that left to my o\jn choice in reading, 
and found it incline mo almost equally to books of 
reasoning and philosophy, and to poetry and the polite 
nuthors. Every one who is acquainted with either tho 
philosophers or critics knows ” (mark tho boldness of the 
assumption) “ that there is nothing yet established in 
either of these two sciences, and that they contain little 
more than endless disputes, even in the most»funda- 

1 A Scotsman settled in London, and a physician of some note, 
anthor of ' Tho English Malady ; or, A Treatise on Nervous Diseases 
of all kinds,’ also of ‘ Philosophical Principles of Natural Religion,' 
and numerous other books, amongst which was one trdatpig of the 
Bath waters, to which Hume repaired, in the last year of his life. 

* It would have been more correct had he said “ begins commonly.” 
It often begins t^nch later. * * 
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articles.* Upon examination of these, I found ■ 
a, c8B&i§ baldness of temper growing in me, which was 
noL inclined* to subtnit to any authority in these sub¬ 
jects, but led me to seek out some new medium by 
whi(!h truth might bo established. After much study 
and reflection on this, at last, when I was about eighteen 
years of age, there seemed to be opened up to me a now 
scene of thought, which transported mo beyond measure, 
and made me, with an ardour natural to young men, 
throw up every other pleasure or business to apply 
entirely to it. The law, which was the business I de¬ 
signed to follow, appeared nauseous to me, and I could 
think of no other way of pushing mv fortune in tho 
world but that of a scholar and philosopher. I was in¬ 
finitely happy in this course of life for some months— 
till at last, about tjie beginning of September 1729, all 
my ardour seemed in a moment to lx> extinguished, and 
I could no longer raise my mind to that pitch which 
formerly gave mo smjli excessive pleasure.” lie at first 
imagined that this was due to laziness, and redoubled 
his application to study for nine months. “ Iiut there 
was another particular which contributed more than any¬ 
thing to waste my spirits and bring on me this distemper, 
which was, that having read many books of morality,— 
such as Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch,—and being smit 
with their beautiful representations of virtue and philo¬ 
sophy, I undertook the improvement of my temi>er and 
will, along with my reaw^^uidniulemtandijig. I was 
continually fortifying m^^^PimlflPEACTlons against 
death, ajuf poverty, and eha •rfm&tatMi **Q#**m 
calamities of life. These, 
when joined with an active life; 

’ war Cachanseakc a m 

WOT Sil lilt 
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being presented along with the reflectjpn, woijts it iijjo 
the soul, and makes it take a deep impressionin 
solitude they serve to little other purpose tffan to waste 
the spirits — the force of the mind meeting with no’ 
resistance, but wasting itself in the air, like an* arm 
when it misses its aim.” He then tells the physician of 
some signs of scurvy—a malady commoner in the last 
century than in this—which had distressed him in his 
nineteenth year, and how he had treated it; how he had 
spent the next winter in Edinburgh—pursuing his studies, 
taking regular exercise in walking and riding, and cherish¬ 
ing his ambitions; how he returned in the spring to 
Ninewells, physically regenerated. “ In six weeks’ time I 
passed from one extreme to the other; and being before 
tall, lean, and raw-boned, became on a sudden the most 
sturdy, robust, hcalthful-liko fellow you have seen, with 
a ruddy complexion, and a cheerful countenance.” He 
excuses a slight valetudinarianism by a fear of lung- 
disease, and informs the physician that ho was in the 
habit of riding every day, and “ last summer undertook 
a very laborious task, which was to travel eight miles 
every morning and ns many in the forenoon, to and 
from a mineral well of some reputation.” 1 ... I now 
“began to consider seriously how I should proceed in 
my philosophical inquiries. I found that the moral 
philosophy transmitted to us from antiquity laboured 

1 Of this mineral well, referred to more than once by Home, Mr 
Campbell Swinton of Kimmerghame writesoto me Urns: “Within 
two miles of this place, and distant just about seres miles from Mine- 
wells, there exists whit I believe to be the only mineral spring in this 
county. Being about a mile distant from the town of Du tile, it used 
to be called the Dunne Spa. From the old Statistical Account of Scot¬ 
land (rol. i. p. 119, and vol. ii. p. 139), It appears at one time to h»e»« 
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under th^ same ^convenience that has been found in 
thoiiJTgJ^ral philosophy, of being entirely hypothetical, 
and depend^ more. upon invention than experience; 
every one consulted his fancy in erecting schemes of 
virtue and of happiness, without regarding human 
nature, upon which every moral conclusion must de¬ 
pend. This, therefore, I resolved to make my principal 
study, and the source from which I would derive every 
truth in criticism as well iis morality. I believe it is a 
certain fact that most of the philosophers who have 
gone before us have been overthrown by the greatness 
of their genius, and that little more is required to make 
a man succeed in this study than to throw oil' all pre¬ 
judices, either for his own opinions or for those of others. 
At least this is all I have to depend on for the truth of 
my reasonings, which I have multiplied to such a degree 
that within these three years I find 1 have scribbled 
many a quire of paper, in which there is nothing con¬ 
tained but my own inventions. This, with the reading 
most of the celebrated books in Latin, French, and 
English, and acquiring the Italian, you may think a 
sufficient business for one in perfect health. ... I 
have collected the rude materials for many volumes; 
but in reducing these to words, when one must bring 
tho idea he comprehended in gross nearer to him, so as 


luul some reputation oh a health resort. Of late wars, however, it 
has attracted little notice. Indeed it ha* been alleged that its popu¬ 
larity did not survive th<^ publication of a book specially intended to 
set forth its virtue*. This l>ook, ‘ An E**ay on the Contents and 
Virtues of Dun.se Spa,’ was published at Edinhu^h in 1761." 

“For tvfo summer*,” say* Carlyle of Inveresk, in hi* Autobiog¬ 
raphy (p. 262), “ I went for some week* to Dunse Well, which wa* 
in high vogne at this period ” (1753). 

P.—XI. 
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to contemplate its minutest parts, anjJ keep it steadily 
in his eye, so as to copy these parts in. ordej^his I 
found impracticable for me, ner ware my Spirits equal to 
so severe an employment. Here lay my greatest calam¬ 
ity. I had no hope of delivering my opinions with such 
elegance and neatness as to draw to mo the attention 
of the world ; and I would rather live and die ill obscurity 
than produce them maimed and imperfect.” Ho then 
traces a parallel lietween his own case and that of the 
French mystics, in their frequent eomplaints of a “cold¬ 
ness and desertion of the spirit." He says that he has* 
not “come out of the e!-md so well as they commonly 
tell us they have done." He wishes some more effectual 
remedy than anything he lias hitherto tried. “ I found,” 
ho says, “ that as there art two things very had for this 
distcni[>er—study and idleness,— mi there are two things 
very good—business and diversion ; and tliut my whole 
time was spent Wtwixt the hid, with little or no share 
of the good. For this reason I resolved to seek out a 
more active life; and, though I could not quit my pre¬ 
tensions in learning but with niv last luvath, to lay them 
aside for a time, in ordei the more etl'eetually to resume 
them.” His choice .soeiind to him to lie between a 
travelling tutorship and mercantile work. He resolved 
to try the latter; and he wished *to know if the doctor 
to whom he wrote had ever heard of a sitnjjnr case, 
amongst all the s'hoiar- he had known ; whether ho 
might ho]*- for a recovery ; hoiv l..ng he must wait for 
it; whether, if it came, it would IV thorough, sp as to 
warrant the ho|i£ that he might return to ‘t»the fatigue 
of deep and nhstrnse thinking;" and whether he had 
taken the right way to reach it. 
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cNo*r w% do nit know to whom this unsigned letter 
was adUless^, whether it was ever despatched, and, 
if sent, what answer*Humo received. All we know is, 
that it was written in London, and addressed to a 
physician of some “fame”; and that, immediately after¬ 
wards, llumo went down to Bristol, to lx 1 a merchant's 
clerk or shopman. Hut it is a curious document, in its 
directness, its honesty, its explicitness, its self-conscious 
anatomy, as well as in the revelation it gives of the 
extent and the intensity of Hume's literary ambition. 
It is tho writing of a mental valetudinarian. We have 
only to suppose Spinoza in such a crisis, and composing 
such a letter, to see the radical difference of the two 
men! It is, however, an interesting psychological study, 
and there is much in it to admire. 



CHAPTER III. 


PUBLICATION Ob' THE ‘TREATISE ON IIUMAN NATURE.’ 

A biiokt experience of tin; place ami the work at Bristol 
—whatever it was—sufficed to show Hume that, if he 
was not intended to heroine an Edinburgh lawyer, neither 
was lie fittnl for becoming an English merchant. All the 
writers who have sketcheil his career take for granted 
—following, indeed, his own statement in his autobio¬ 
graphy—that he lived at Bristol for only two months. 
There is some doubt, however, as to this. It may 
have been for two Mars. Tlicrig is nothing in Hume’s 
letters inconsistent with the longer period ; and there 
is a curious statement in an unlikely quarter—viz., 
the ‘ Memoirs of Hannah More,’ by William Huberts 
(London, lNtll), Mil. i. p. 10- which seems to confirm 
it. It is to the following ell'eet : “Among her early 
acquaintance, to none does she appear to have been more 
indebted for her advancement in critical knowledge, and 
the principles of correct taste, than to a linen-draper of 
Bristol, of the name of Peach, of whose extraordinary 
sayings and cultivated intellect she was often heard to 
express herself with great admiration. Hi! Jiad been 
the friend of Hume, who had shown his confidence in 
his judgment by intrusting to him the collection of his 
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Rtatoiy, In whiSh he used to say lie had discovered 
more tl!W hundred Scotticisms. Hut for this man, 
it appears, two years of the life of the historian might 
have^ passed into oblivion which wore spent in a mer¬ 
chant's counting-house in Bristol, where In 1 was dismissed 
on account of the promptitude of his jx-n in the correc¬ 
tion of the letters intrusted him to copy.” Xow, Mr 
Peach may have Wen mistaken as to the length of time 
Hume spent in Bristol, or Mrs More may have mistaken 
tho time stated by Mr Peach ; but it is not impossible 
that Hume may himself have erred in the brief memo¬ 
randum he gives in his 1 1 hvii Life.'' 

Whether his stay in Bride), however, was measured 
by years or w.is limited to months, it did not profit 
him much. His surroundings were uncongenial ; and at 
length he broke a Way abruptly from the fetters which 
bound him, and crossed on r to France, to bury himself 
in n retreat for the purposes of study, lie went first to 
Paris, then to Bheiigs,-' and afterwards to I,a Klerhc 
(where was the famous Jesuit College), spending in the 
latter place two out of the three years he was in France 
at this time. “ There,” lie says , 1 "I laid that, plan of 

1 In an unpublished manuscript volume of ane< dote*, facet •!«% k<\, 
collected by Lord Hailes friend and correspondent of Hume'*— 
ami now in tbe collection of Historical MSS, at Newhades, the follow 
ing occtiDi: “ Dr Tucker, Dean of (iloueester, confirmed what I had 
formerly heard, that the master ol Da\id Hume at Bristol quarrelled 
with him for correcting errors in the nt\Je of his letters. Ills master 
dealt in sugar." 

9 In ji letter written to lus friend Michael Itamsay, we have a 
graphic glimg.se of the life Hume led at Uliein® ; and iu this letter 
there are aaute comments on the difference between Kteneh and Kng- 
lUh manners —-c.fjf., “ Tlie English politeness is always greatest when 
it apjfcars tje leaat ” 

* My Own Life. 
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life which I have steadily and successfully” pursue. 
I resolved to make a very rigid frugality supply my 
deficiency of fortune, to maintain unimpaired- my in¬ 
dependency, and to regard every object as contemptible 
(except the improvement of my talents in literature.” 

It was in the seminary of La Fleehc that Descartes 
bad been educated ; and it was while living in this vil¬ 
lage that Hume composed his first, and, from a philo¬ 
sophical point of view, his greatest work—viz., tlio 
‘ Tre atise on Human Nature.’ He had planned it at 
Nincwells, when only twenty-one years of age. He 
continued it at ltheims, and finished it at La I'leche, 
ltefore he was twenty-live; and, composed thus early— 
apart from its intrinsic merit and its subsequent effect 
it is certainly one of tie- greatest, achievements in 
philosophical literature. It is curio!*-, however, that he. 
makes no ivfcicnec in the ‘Treatise,’ or anywhere elso 
in his works, to Ins piedueesSor IVseartes— the founder 
of modern Luropean philosophy* whose intellectual 
career so much resembled his own, and who had lived 
and studied m tin* same place. Iloth passed through 
the same mental ordeal as a preliminary to conviction. 
The Cartesi an doubt and the scepticism of Hume bad 
much in common t.. begin with more, indeed, than was 
common in the methods of Socrates and the Sophists. 
In the negative stage of dissent and dissatisfaction with 
received belief, their mental experience inn on parallel 
lines; and, after passing through a, similar crisis, both 
“sought a mole Retire life for a time, as a prepiftntion 
for future work m philosophy-—Hume by entering busi¬ 
ness, t Wartes by joining the army, lint it is (a* his 
biographer snfs) “ perhaps nn^the least striding instance 
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of* Hume’s uninfcginative Mature, that in none of his 
works, or manuscript, <io we find an aJIusion to 

the circumstance tha* while framing liis own theories, 
he trj>d the same pavement that had upwards of a cen¬ 
tury earlier borne the weight of one whose fame and in¬ 
fluence on human thought was so much of the same 
character as he himself panted to attain." 1 

Wc may contrast him at this stage with Wordsworth, 
who, while an undergraduate at Cambridge, was much 
more impressed by tlie fact that Milton and Newton lmd 
been there before him, than by any mathematical teach¬ 
ing he received. He tells us lie 

“ < 'mild not tread 

(bound where the gra-- laid yielded to the steps 
Of generations of 1 11 u-t i ion- men 
Unmoved." - . 

In this we see the indie,d or con-titntlona] differ¬ 
ence between the s.ientilie and the poet ie temperament. 
Poets and tlletl of seizure belong to different categories 
in Nature's inventory of goniti-. 

While, however, Hume showed -e.ne. h any sign of a 
sympathetic lilstoiieal imagination, he was specially nine 
to the signilieance of eonlempoi.tjy e\inK There is 
little doubt that it, w;i- to the alh g. d miracles, said to 
have been wrought at the tomb of I lie dausemst Abbe 
Paris, in the cemetery of St Med.ud wliiih were creat¬ 
ing some excitement in France before he went over 
that we owe these thoughts on the nature and evidence 
of Miracle* which wen* first hintud at in tin- 4 TreatiM*,’ 
and tver? afterwards expanded m tin* Essay on nura< 3<*s. 

• 1 an<l Corre^poioloiK r, n ol j j». 68. 

* The Prelude, IVh*^ i 
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Hume refers to these miracles at length in flis Essay; 
and during his stay at La Fle^ho he had t^sdistBss both 
the possibility and the reality of tfie miracles which the 
Jesuit fathers reported to have occurred within # their 
convent. At this stage, however, there is a disappoint¬ 
ing blank in his autobiography. As formerly of his 
life at Ninewclls, so now we would like to know 
moro of the three years Hume spent in Franco, of the 
course of his thoughts, and the books he read. The 
‘Treatise’ is all that we have to enlighten us. In his 
‘Own Life’ he tells us that lie spent the time “very 
agreeably.” Again, to Henry Homo ho writes (Dec. 
1737),—“ I was alone, in profound tranquillity in 
France but he gives no details as to the course of his 
studies. Probably lie was less occupied in reading than 
in composition, in reducing his system—already well 
thought out—to literary form and order. Amongst the 
Minto papers there is a letter from Hume to Gilbert 
Elliot, in which he says : “ ’Tis »not long ago that I 
burned an old manuscript book, wrote before I was 
twenty, which contained, jingo after page, the gradual 
progress of my thoughts on that head.” (Ho is referring 
to his ‘Dialogues on lieligion.’) “It began with an 
anxious search after arguments to confirm the common 
opinion ; doubts stole in, disjielled, returned; were again 
dissijmted, returned again; and it was a perpetunHitruggle 
of a restless imagination against inclination—perhaps 
against reason. ’ With this disclosure of the kind of 
manuscript Hui^e wrote “before he was twenty,’’ we 
may conclude that his system, as disclosed in the ‘ Treat¬ 
ise, was matured, in its main features, before he crossed 
the Channel,«nd that, when jt La Fleehe, hi was mainly 
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occupied in writing it out This remarkable work— 
finished Vh#f ho wa$ only twenty-five years of age—is 
his chioi contribution to Philosophy proper. It is not 
a metaphysical treatise, its intellectual result being that 
metaphysics are sunk in psychology; but sinco it deals 
with the ultimato problems of human knowledge, and 
offers a solution of these for our acceptance, it is a phi 
losophical work in the truest sense of the term. 

Humo camo over to London in September 1737, 
bringing with him the manuscript of his ‘ Treatise,’ to 
arrange as to its publication. Remaining in town till 
the close of the following year, he busied himself with 
the revision of his book; and it is evident that he 
suppressed some portions, and altered others, in his 
anxiety to mako it generally acceptable. Some months 
after his arrival in England he wrote to his relative, 
Henry Home (Dec. 1737): “I am at present castrating 
my work—that is, cutting off its nobler parts ; that is, 
endeavouring it shall f;ive as little offence as possible.” 1 
Three months later (March 1738), acknowledging an 
introduction to Bishop Butler, which he laid asked from 
Home, he said: “I am anxious to have the Doctor’s 
opinion. 2 My own J dare not trust, to ; lioth because 
it concerns myself, and because it is so variable that I 
know not how to fix it. Sometimes it elates me above 
tho clouds ; at other times it depresses me with doubts 
and feare.” 3 

At length he goFa liberal arrangement made with a 
publisher-*John Xoono of Cheapside—mid very formally 

1 Tytler’s Life of Kamex, vol. j>. 84. 

1 i.e.y of the ‘ Treatise. ’ 

3 Tytler's Life of Ktmci, vol. i. p. 88, 
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concluded; and towards the end of September 1738 ne 
went down to Scotland to await, the "rttinfment of 
Ninewells, the news of its success or failure. The work 
was not actually issued, however, till January 1739, 
and then only in part—the first two volumes appear¬ 
ing in that year, and the third the year after. Hume 
was extremely anxious about the fate of his book. Ho 
was disappointed to find, six months afterwards, that 
its sale had been indifferent ; and in the story of his 
‘ Own Life ’ he says: “ Never literary attempt was 

more unfortunate. It fell ilend-hom. from the press, 
without reaching such distinction as even to excite a 
murmur among the zealots.” In point of fact it had 
been reviewed—with a mixture of severity and apprecia¬ 
tion, though without insight—in a notice, 1 which Hume 
described to Hutcheson (March 17^0) as “somewhat 
abusive.” The review had no critical value, becauso 
the writer had no knowledge of philosophy ; but, while 
indiscriminate in his assault, hi^ speaks thus of the 
‘Treatise’: “It bears incontestable marks of a great 
capacity, of a soaring genius, young, and not yet 
thoroughly practised.” 

Criticism of the philosophy of the ‘Treatise’ is re¬ 
served for a later chapter, but its literary features and 
gonernl merits may be indicated now. Its admirable 
literary form has perhaps not been sufficiently noted—its 
unequalled hirnhti, /, both of thought and of expression. 
It is clear, forcible, untechnical. Tt is-also unencum¬ 
bered by learning. IVe would often like to know, as 
already remarked, how far Hume had read th% ancient 

’ Tn the ‘JIMory of the Works of the Learned’» the earliest of 
English critical Magazines. 
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phfibebphers, and* through .what medium ho rear hod, or 
trifed to toaofc; their ^thoughts; but lie never tells us. 
He mak£s occasional references to Diogenes Laertius, 
and \f> Bayle’s Dictionary—with which ho was evi¬ 
dently familiar; but he deals with most of the problems 
discussed by him in their perennial aspects, as ques¬ 
tions which might bo settled without reference to past 
opinion on the subject, and not ns questions having an 
ancestry in philosophical literature.' 

• The ‘ Treatise ’ seems to have liven written nt intervals, 
and therefore composed in fragments; but, whether 
planned at Xi newel Is, or written out nt Jthcims and 
La FltSche, or revised in London, it was throughout an 
indigenous Scottish growth. In the literature of modern 
philosophy there is perhaps no work, except the ‘Ethics’ 
of Spinoza, so peeifliarly the product of a single mind, 
working alone, and apparently unindebted to the past. 
Hume’s debt to the past was of course most real and far- 
reaching, but he was ]R>t conscious of it; and it did not 
affect the spontaneity of his work, or lessen its origin¬ 
ality. There are structural faults in the ‘Treatise,’ 
however, in virtue of which it. ranks beneath the 
works of those philosophers to which it is so much 
superior in the points, already noted. It is frequently 
dogmatic, if not arrogant, in tone; and the links of 
sympathy arc awanting, which would in all likelihood 
have bound it more closely to humanity, had it contained 
• 

1 The following sentence from a footnote to his fifteenth 1 Essay ’ is 
characteristic t “The intention of these Essays if not so much to ex¬ 
plain accurately the sentiments of the ancient sects of philosophy, as 
to deliver the sentiments of sects which naturally form themselves in 
tlw world. . P . Idmve given each of them the name of the philosophical 
wet to which it bears the gTeatest%ffinitv." B 
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those historical allusions of which it isTlestitutc. Hfifties 
afterwards regretted 1 the “ positive air ” r^Jrich •pervades 
the book. In addition to this, there is little or no 
attempt at method. The ‘ Treatise ’ does not advance 
with systematic, orderly precision. There is an occasional 
want of consecutiveness. Tt is sometimes diffuse, and 
here and there repetitive. A want of precision in the 
use of terms—that irritating feature of many a philo¬ 
sophy—must also he noted. Some of the most radical 
and important words are used in more senses than one 
and we are. occasionally at a loss to understand the pre¬ 
cise signification in which they are being employed. 
Hume, however, iloes not transgress in this respect so 
much as his predecessor I.ocke had done ; nor than his 
contemporaries, Bishops Berkeley and Butler ; and less 
than his successors in the Scottish sthool of philosophy, 
till we come to Hamilton. It is also to he noted that 
almost no opinions are advanced on scientific questions, 
which future knowledge has up-»t. Hume know little 
of science in detail. There was not much contemporary 
science for him to know ; hut lie grasped the general 
principles on which all science, and scientific criticism, 
rest. 

More inqiortaut still,—while g good deal of contem¬ 
porary thought was placing on the upper surface of 
problems, he went down, in a sense, to the'roots of 
things. He saw clearly that, if the philosophy which 
he announced was accepted, ther* would be an intel¬ 
lectual revolution in the beliefs of mankind, that tho 
speculative conclusions to which he had come—»or rather, 
the want of “ conclusions ” -would affect both tins theory 
' In a letter trrfiitliert Stewart. 
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ail. the practice*of his time. He therefore expected 
that his* Tr^ise ’ would mako some stir; and lie looked 
forward .to the result no? only with equanimity, but 
with the ambition of an intellectual athlete, ready for 
the fray. He seems, however, to have anticipated a 
greater turmoil, in orthodox circles, than was actually 
produced by the publication of his book. He would 
have liked to have seen, if not a violent, at least a 
thorough unsettlement of traditionary opinion. He was 
disappointed; and chagrin followed the disappointment. 
From his letters written at this time we see how fully 
aware he was of the extent of the divergence between 
his own views, and those generally current. In a letter 
to Henry Home—who had asked Hume to give him some 
idea of his system before the publication of the 4 Treatise ’ 
—he said, “ My opinions are so new, and even some terms 
I am obliged to make use of, that I could not propose 
by any abridgment to give my system an air of likeli¬ 
hood.” Again, fourtijpn months later (February 1739), 
to the same friend : “ My principles are so remote from 
all the, vulgar sentiments on the subject, that were they 
to take root, they would produce an almost total altera¬ 
tion in philosophy ; and \ou know revolutions of this 
kind are not easily brought about.” 

The reception whieli the ‘Treatise’ met with, how¬ 
ever, bftth disappointed and dumped his ardour. He 
looked for an immediate result, which never came; and 
he failed to see—oj to estimate the significance of the 
fact—that the great mass of hi> contemporaries were un¬ 
able to trace any connection between his speculations 
and £hoir opinions and actions. The result induced him 
to turn fbr ft time from the questions o£ speculative 
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philosophy to tho facta of experience It lad him/to 
devote himself to historical study, and to ^jgial jptobletps. 
This wns indeed the natural‘out&mie of a philosophy 
which denied access to the substantial, and shut the 
door to all ontological reality. The logical consequence 
was to abandon inquiries as to the relation of essence to 
nppcamnee—the substantial to the phenomenal—and to 
study phenomena alone. The future course of Hume’s 
intellectual noti\ity was, to a large extent, determined 
by this riremnstunee ; and the whole tendeney of British 
philosophising was influenced by it. ft is as useless to 


raise the question what the story of philosophy in Kngland 
in the latter half of the eighteenth century would have 
lieen, if the metaphyseal interest had continued all- 
dominant in Hume, as it is to speculate on the different 
eourse which Muro^an history w.u*ld love taken had 
Charlemagne never lived, or had the Coths not invaded 
Italy. What the student of the evolution of human 
thought and character ha- m^. , s the fact that the 

fnilure of ..I'realise ’ t,, muse the interest of Hume’s 

eonteiiqMjraries, and to evoke immediate criticism, led 
him to nlmtidon I'htlosophv for a time. 

Before following him in the next stage „f |,i 8 intellec¬ 
tual life, we may revert again to the alterations which 
Hunin made on the original manuscript of the ‘Treatise’ 
tie fore he sent it to lii-lmp Butler. In a letter t* Henry 
Home (DoeemW 17;)7), he told him of these-changes, 
and added : “ l his is a piece of cowardice for which 1 
blame myself ; hut I was resolved not to be an enthusiast 
in Philosophy, while I was blaming other entfuvnasma.”* 
This is a characteristic disclosure in more respects ^than 

1 l^rtivrs Life of voL j>, ^4. * 
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or^., t W» may <»r nuiy not blame him for hi* reti¬ 
cence infolding back opinions, which he say* he feared 
“ would |giv?*too nmch offence, as the world i* dis¬ 
posed at present; ” but we do condemn his impatient 
thirst? for fame, and the means he took to secure it. 
He would have sacrificed what he regarded as the 
philosophical completeness of his work, if lie could have 
won rapid and widespread distinction as an author, 
He was even “apprehensive lest the chief reward he 
should have for some time ” would he - what would 
•have satisfied a nobler nature most of all—“the pleas¬ 
ure of studying such important subjects, and the approba¬ 
tion of a few judges.” It is evident that, at this period, 
ho preferred the approbation of the multitude to the 
recognition of experts; although he told Henry Home 
that ho had been ‘‘ on hi- guard against the frailty " of 
a “ blind fondness” for “his own performances." The 
want of immediate popularity depressed him ; and, 
writing again from Xinewells (dune 1730) - after hear¬ 
ing from London that the sale of his ‘ Philosophy' 
had not been great—lie said . “ 1 am now out of 
humour with myself ; but doubt not, in a little time, 
to be only out of humour with the woild, like other 
unsuccessful authors." 



CHAPTER IV. 


I.ITKHAUY VKXTU11KS, SI'IU lilil.KH, AND .SUCCESSES. 

Tiik secmingh unsiiecesdul author was not to lie de¬ 
feated, liowevei, liy tin: niM reception of his honk. 
Mis temperament w.u too hi live, ami his thirst for re¬ 
cognition too keen, to jM-rimt him to accjuiesce in the 
vrnlut of the hour. lie hud gone down to Scotland; 
and living with In- l>r->thn- and -i-Tcr at Nincwells— in 
a cheerful home, though m comjiarative retirement—he 
rendered from hi- di-.i[>j m iintnn‘iit, and began to address 
himself with .some ardoin to a Study of the moral (de¬ 
ments in human e\|ieiieme, in the same place where 
he had preuotwh wi ought out his intellectual system. 
In the coiiise of these -Indio, he had an interesting 

corres|M„ideiife with .. lint- lio,,n, who then filled 

tlie elmir of Moral I ‘h i f >-( *j >h\ in •tin- ITmersity of Glas¬ 
gow. To him Hume sent a muniisriipt from Xinewells 
containing the result- he had readied which afterwards 
Wmne the third udunie of the •Treatise on Human 
Natuie the two iiduim- puhlldiod in London in 
lr.itl 1 "iitmiiinf »nl\ the intellectual part <«f his philo- 
^oplu As was to Ik. exacted, he found moR. to leant 
f, " m l! "' ,nlu ' i ' 111 "f Hutcheson than fjom, his‘other 
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; |.i'a*pon(ients ; while that criticism did not induce 
him to change his opinions, or even to modify his utili¬ 
tarianism* it "fed hint to’alter certain passages which 
Hutcheson considered imprudent. Humo thought his 
friend too fastidious; but their correspondence at this 
time exhibits these two Scottish philosophers in a 
genial light Hutcheson complained that there was a 
want of warmth in wlmt Hume lmd written, a lack of 
enthusiasm in the cause of virtue. Humo defended 
himself by saying that he was neither the anatomist of 
"human nature, nor its painter; and that warm eulogies 
did not help a metaphysician in dealing with the moral 
problem. He said, however, — “ I intend to make a 
new trial if it be possible to make the moralist and the 
metaphysician agree a little better,” (In passing, it may 
be noted that, in tlje preparation of this third volume 
—and in his moral studies generally—Humo lets us 
know the authors he was studying, and even following, 
as he does not do in the ease of the earlier volumes. 
Ho says to Hutcheson (September 1732): “ I'pon the 
whole, 1 desire to take my catalogue of virtues from 
Cicero’s ‘Offices.’ ... 1 bad, indeed, the book in my 

eye in all my reasonings.") 

In the midst of these ethical studies be apparently 
thought of leaving Xiiicwolls, and, following the ex¬ 
ample o4 his friend Michael Jtamsav, becoming a 
travelling tutor for a time—the wish to see something 
of other lands, and to widen his knowledge of the world, 
being his probable motive. Nothing came of it, how¬ 
ever. In^ Another interesting letter *to Hutcheson 
(March 1740) —in which be asks his assistance in 
arranging tho publication of bis third volume through 

r .—xl o 
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a new publisher — Hume wrote: “I» assure*yotj,.tjfiat 
without running any of the heights of scepticism, I .am 
apt in a cool hour to suspect, in general) that most of 
my reasonings will be more useful by furnishing hints, 
and exciting people’s curiosity, than as containing any 
principles that will augment the stock of knowledge 
that must pass to future ages. I wish I could discover 
more fully the particulars wherein I have failed. I 
adtnire so much the candour I have observed in Mr 
Locke, yourself, and a very few more, that I would be 
extremely ambitious of imitating it by frankly con¬ 
fessing my errors.” 

The third volume of the ‘ Treatise,’ dealing with 
Morals, appeared in 1740. being psychological rather 
than metaphysical, it has less philosophical vigour than 
its predecessors. It deals with thi^ facts of experience, 
not with the philosophy of Ethics; and is more miscel¬ 
laneous than what was written at La Fk'che. The ex¬ 
istence of an intuitive “moral s^-nse ” is admitted; hut 
the subjectivity (and therefore the relativity) of the 
standard of duty, and the utilitarian test of the worth 
of actions, founded on their tendencies alone,—which 
had been foreshadowed in the correspondence with 
Hutcheson, — are conjoined with this intuitive sense. 
In discussing ’Justice and Injustice’ in the second 
part of this volume, Hume deals with the origist of Law, 
Government, and 1 'I'.pcitv, and anticipates his own sub¬ 
sequent treatment of these subjects in his 1 Essays.’ 
Criticism of the volume, and of Hume’s ethical doctrine, 
is reserved for a future chapter. 

A very interesting series of “ extracts from a collection 
of memorandums” found amongst Hume’s ^tapers, and 
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' evidently jotted down about this time, is given in Mr 
Burton’s* 1 Li(j’ They are notes of his reading, chiefly 
on political and econoftic subjects. Some of these were 
afterwards made use of by himself; and others by Adam 
Smith* in his ‘ Wealth of Nations ’ — Kuino having 
generously put the whole at his friend’s disposal. 1 

Meanwhile Hume’s studies in morals and politics ad¬ 
vanced, and his literary productiveness kept pace with 
his research. Early in 1741 ho published anonymously, 
at Edinburgh, the first volume of his ‘ Essays, Moral 
and Political,’ which was followed by a second volume 
in 1742—the reason of the anonymity being his anxiety 
to disclaim, or at least to conceal, the fact of his having 
written the ‘Treatise.’ In this we see additional evi¬ 
dence of his craving for literary fame, lie was ready to 
forget, and even to repudiate, the work that “ fell dead- 
bom from the press,” lest it should interfere with his 
chance of success in the new venture hi; was making— 
although he must have, known that the ‘Treatise’ sur¬ 
passed the ‘ Essays’ in philosophic merit. These ‘ Essays ’ 
were republished towards the close of 1742, recast in 
1748 (with two of the original essays omitted, and three 
new ones added), and they became the well-known 
‘ Essays, Moral, Political, and Literary,’ which passed 
through so many subsequent editions. 

And wow, at last, Hume had tint reward ho sought. 
From the very first this volume was a great literary sue- 

1 It may be worth while *to note that Adam Hmith wa* first intro¬ 
duced to flume in la* seventeenth year by Frill'), Hutcheson, while 
the former wa/attending his class at Glasgow, ftntchcsoa thought 
that Home might with propriety send a copy oi his ‘ Treatise' to 
this most promising of students in the Western University, which 
Home accordingly did. 
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cess. If Bishop Butler was silent as«to the * Treatise,’ 
he is said—and it is Hume himself te^te us-r-to 
have recommended the ‘ Essay^ everywhere; 1 and 
admirable assuredly they are, as specimens of the 
literary “essay”—clear, forcible, bright, trenefiant— 
full of sparkle, interest, and animation. Perhaps their 
Bjiecial feature, however, is their fair-mindedness, their 
intellectual impartiality, and the combination of breadth 
of view with critical acuteness in matters of detail. 
They have very little bias of any kind, and almost no 
provincial colour. In the ‘Philosophical Essays’ his 
pictures of the “ Epicurean,” the “ Stoic,” and the 
“Sceptic” are dispassionate analyses of character; and 
many things are said in them which have a distinct 
autobiographic value. In his ‘Social and Political 
Essays,’ Hume’s treatment of “The Origin of Govern¬ 
ment and the “first Principles of Government” is 
admirable; hut perhaps the essays on “ The Parties of 
(■reat Britain and on “National Character” are most 
noteworthy. I hey are full of political wisdom, and are 
not likely to In? superseded in literature. Before their 
publication Bolingbioke bad written some acute things 
about the English Constitution; but Hume owed little 
to Bolingbrokc, and in these ‘Essays’ he shows not only 
mueli originality and grasp, hut also a remarkable pre¬ 
vision in forecasting the results of social and* political 
movements, which wore subsequently wrought out on 
the Stage of British history. In.addition to this, the 

1 if tune and llutj.r had mere in common tlmn hieeta the superficial 
eyj although the ultimate doctrine taught in the ' Analogy' is very 
illnercut from that maintained in the ‘Treatise ’ or the < Eesaya.’ • The 
iwinta of correspondence and the extent of the difference will be noted 
further on. * • 
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geftds* of several *of Adam Smith’s economic doctrines, 
and of aomeoof Bentharq’s, are to be found in these 
‘Essays.’ - In literary form their merit is great; but it 
is greater as regards their substance. They are weight¬ 
ed with economic wisdom, witli happy and suggestive 
thoughts on questions of Government; and on the re¬ 
lations of party to party their political sagacity is great. 
If the ‘ Wealth of Nations ’ was the chief contribution 
to the economic literature of England of the eighteenth 
.century, these ‘ Essays ’ prepared the way for it; and 
Smith’s debt to Hume was both direct and indirect. 

For two years and more 1 he lived quietly at Nincwells, 
pondering many questions, and in part recovering his 
loss in a knowledge of the Greek language. A brilliant 
circle of literary and political friends surrounded Ilume 
at this time, among* 4 ! whom may he mentioned William 
Mure of Caldwell, Sir Gilbert Elliot, Lord Elibank, 
Colonel Edmonstono, and Mr Oswald of Ihinnikicr, ns 
wollas Francis Huteheaon, and ]>r (afterwards Principal) 
Leechman of Glasgow. With some of these Hume 
carried on an interesting correspondence. The culture 
and the scholarship of the Scottish gentry of that period 
wore remarkable—many of them, after studying at their 
own colleges, completing their education at the foreign 
universities of Euroi>e; and there is no doubt that their 
accomplishments were largely due, as Mr Burton sug¬ 
gests, to the happy continuance, through part of the 
eighteenth century, o 4 that custom so prevalent in the 
sixteenth aqd seventeenth, when many .Scotsmen were 
to be found not only as students, but as teachers, «at 
Paris,. Bologna, and Leyden. 1 Hume's correspondence 

1 One of the evklencee ot th»t nctolarship and cultufo to which Mr 
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with this circle of friends shows mucff vivacity arttf ffot 
a little humour. In his letter to^Mure ofrCal«fwell, his 
friendly advices were always enlivened by wit": e.g., he 
says, September 1742,—“Tell your sister that I pm as 
grave ns she imagines a philosopher should be. I laugh 
only once n-fortnight, sigh tenderly once a-week, but 
look sullen every moment. In short, none of Ovid’s 
metamorphoses ever showed so absolute a change from 
a human creature into a beast—1 mean from a gallant 
into a philosopher.” Hume occasionally crossed from* 
Edinburgh to Kirkcaldy to spend a few days with 
Oswald at Punnikier (who was member of Parliament 
for the burgh); and he owed much to his intercourse 
with that sagacious friend. 

A trout this time he wrote his ‘ Dialogues on Natural 
. Religion.’ They were not puhlisheiPtill after his death; 
hut Sir Gilbert Elliot saw the manuscript in 1751. The 
hook is a remarkahle one; and, as a revelation of the 
man and his opinions, is perhaps more valuable than 
any of his writings except the ‘Treatise.’ In their 
literary form we can again trace the influence of Cicero; 
hut in substance they are, like the ‘Treatise,’ an indig¬ 
enous Scottish growth: and, kept beside him for so 
many years twenty-seven in nll-^and repeatedly revised 
ami corrected, they re present his mature opinions, so far 

Burton refers is noteworthy-vis., the editions of the classic* issued 
from the Scottish press l>y the Kudditnans and Fouliscs, and of for¬ 
eign works such as Montesquieu's * Espri* des Lois.' As demand 
regulated supply, then as now, such hooks woufd never have been 
iMuesl had there n<* been an educated reading publia amongst the 
Scottish gentry and professional men in the first half of tUfe .i B ht*.u th 
century. In 1765, Carlyle of Inveresk laments that the habit "had 
died out, and that lu consequence the majority of lairda." could talk 
of nothing hut oullooks " (Antobid|raphv, p. 459). 
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as* a philbsophicdi dialogue could do so. The writing 
of •these'^dial^gues would doubtless solace him during 
the years in which he? was still looking out for a career, 
and making curiously fitful efforts to secure one. In a 
subsequent chapter an attempt will bo made to appraise 
their philosophical merits. 

His position was now peculiar. Ho had made both 
an unsuccessful and a successful literary venture, and 
ho must have been conscious of ability to achieve some¬ 
thing durable both in philosophy and in literature; but 
he had not yet realised an income, or even seen his way 
to an honest independence. Possibly ho may have 
sometimes regretted that ho had turned his back upon 
the more lucrative professions, and embarked in the uncer¬ 
tainties of a literary career; while the maternal judgment 
as to “weak-mindedness” seemed almost realised in 
practice. When the professorship of Moral Philosophy 
in- Edinburgh was about to become vacant, the Lord 
Provost, John Coutts,(whose son founded the London 
Bank of Coutts & Company), asked Hume to let the 
University patrons know that he would become a candi¬ 
date for the chair. It was then held by Dr (afterwards 
Sir John) Pringles; but the efficiency with which its 
duties were discharged may be judged of by the fact 
that Pringle also held the office, of army physician to 
the Earf of Stair, 1 who happened to command the British 
troops in the Low Countries; and, preferring to attend 
the,Earl abroad, rather than to teach philosophy at 
home,’he had* been absent from Edinburgh for two 
years, hi* class being taught by deputy. Provost Coqtts 

1 Vtc Mujray # *ays he wax physician to the Military* Hospital in 

FUnden. 
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seems to have wished Hume to be appointed, and ill 
the councillors, excepting two or three, \^re, Recording 
to Hume, in his favour; but on* Pringle’s demanding 
another year’s absence from the duties of his office, the 
Provost yieldod to a pro]K>sal made in the Council, by 
which he got the alternative of either resigning the chair 
at once, or binding himself—if the work were done by 
deputy for twelve months longer—to resign his army 
commission, and return next year. Meanwhile Hume, 
having been offered a t ravelling tutorship (with the grand¬ 
son of Lord Calloway as his ward), wrote to his friend 
Mure of Caldwell, that Franeis Hutcheson of Glasgow, the 
“celebrated and benevolent moralist,” and Dr Leechman, 
woro opposed to him, as a candidate for both offices, on 
the ground of his opinions. Next year Pringle resigned 
the chair, and the Council ottered it to Hutcheson 
(April i't. r >). Hutcheson declined it, on the score of 
age and infirmity, although only fifty years old; and 
died two years later. The Cotyicil then deliberated 
whether they should till up the chair at once, or delay 
in order that they might have “the ministers’ avisamen- 
tum whatever that was—to guide their choice. The 
latter proposal was carried ; and two months later they 
np[>ointed M illiam (’leghorn, who had been Pringle’s 
deputy, to the office. before the election took place, 
llume bad probably discovered that he had no>chance 
of success. At any rate be thought it advisable to be 
out of the way while the matter wag under discussion ; l 
and even la-fore the chair was offered to .Hutcheson, he 

' In » letter to Matthew sharp of tloddam (April 1745)*he speaks 
of the were, y with which i stole awsy from Edinburgh, and which I 
thnugM nee*wuj. for preserving interest there.'' * * 
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hk •l»ft £&otlancW(January 1745), and a new and some¬ 
what exffcaordinary chapter in his life began. 

In his-autobiography ho says: “In 1745 I received 
a letter from the Marquis of Annandale, inviting mo 
to come and five with him in England. ... I lived 
with him a twelvemonth.” A study of Hume’s corre¬ 
spondence during that year 1 shows that, in a peculiarly 
trying position, lie exercised a singular amount of gen¬ 
erosity, forbearance, and self-restraint. A certain Cap- 
jtain Vincent, cousin of the Marquis’s mother, who had 
nominal chaigo of him, gave Hume a vast amount of 
trouble ; and his conduct toward Vincent, during that 
year of ignominy, was as magnanimous as Vincent’s 
was selfish and moan. At first Hume was pleased with 
Vinqpnt, described him as a “ mighty honest, friendly 
man” (and VincenHvasmuch pleased with Hume); but 
closer intercourse undeceived him.- Ilume has been 
blamed for ever accepting such a post. lint, in judging 
of his conduct, it mint be remembered that what led 
him to undertake the office was his desire to attain 
an honest independence ; ami, however disagreeablo 
it was, there were very few situations open at that 
time to the sous of the poorer Scottish lairds/ 1 The 


1 Hta letters were collected and edited liy Thomas Murray in 1841. 

* There is no doubt that Vincent had persona] motives to serve in 
the administration of the Aunaudulc estates (which were the subject 
of a lengthened lawsuit lx>th in the Scottish and the English courts); 
and it was Hume's perceiving this, and wishing to defeat Ids sellish- 
neaa, tjiat was the cause of^VIncent's antipathy to him. 

* It waj not uncommon for the younger sons of the Scottish no¬ 
bility and gentry—before the '45 ami after it—1» become “ village 
tradeamen.” • Goldsmith tells of a Scottish peer who kept a glove- 
shop: Thomas, the second last Earl of Hyndford, was a Writer to 
tfceSigdet. A ml tew, the last Earl, had been a millwright. It is a 
oorlons illustration of how “ times ;»> by turns," that lb the last cen- 
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port wa* certainly not one which ifume would hire 
thoten for himself. But wh%t was he todol * He had 
to live by his wit* If University chairs we're closed 
against him, and the editorship of a literary journal was 
not open, and no office in the Civil Service of his coun¬ 
try presented itself, he was obliged to find some other 
means of honestly maintaining himself. It is certain 
that the pmjxwd to live with Lord Annandale was 
nnsolieited by Hume. It was mado by the lunatic 
youth himself, who had been " charmed with some% 
thing eontained in his 1 Lssays’ ; and Ilumc accepted 
the post, simply Wratiae he wished some definite em¬ 
ployment which he might conjoin with literary work. 
Three years afterwards Lord Annandale was found, by 
a decision of the Court of Chancery, to lie a lunatic^ and 
to have I wen so during all the tiiflo that Hume lived 
with him. It is also elear that, having once entered 
upon the office, Hume felt that lie owed a duty to 
the Annandale family, and that*u would have been a 
wrong done to the Marquis to throw up the office— 
as he was frequently tempted to do—Is'causo of its 
uncongenial and even iintutim; accompaniments. He 
often regretted that lie bad left the honourable poverty 
of his Scottish lmme for the. slavery at Wcldehall. 
He descritxsl his situation to Lord Llilmnk ns "melan¬ 
choly," although lie charitably ascribed the caprices of 
the unfortunate nobleman solely to “ physical causes.” 

A great deni has been said about Hume’s pertinacity, 
in after-years, jn endeavouring to obtflin Jhe 'residue 

• 

tnrjr to twoom* » jsetlsr was dee mol one of the honourable wa)\ by 
which a gentlemen eonM acquire a fortune.- See tHeaan's Jonmey 
In Scotland, Wl. 1. ]a 8*. “ 
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tlfte debt due*to him from the Annandale family— 
'which Cfaptah* Vincent wpuld not pay—especially since 
he attained to comparatively easy circumstances in 
later.life ; and when Hume’s habitual generosity is 
spoken of, this claim against the Annandale estate is 
sometimes quoted as an element in the opposite scale. 
The legality of the claim was undoubted, but its pay¬ 
ment formed the subject of litigation in the Court of 
Session as late as 17G1. Whether Hume was paid or 
.not we do not know. The ease was not enrolled in 
the Minute-book of the Court; and if settled in Hume’s 
favour, it must have been settled “ oxtra-judicially." 
He was perfectly justified, however, in insisting on his 
legal rights ; and it is easy to understand why the man 
who subsequently gave up his entire salary, as Keeper 
of the Advocates’ library in Edinburgh, to assist the 
b^pd poet Blacklock, would not see that he ought 
to abandon a perfectly legal claim against a rich 
estate, of which the surplus accumulations amounted to 
£400,000. The incident recalls a somewhat parallel 
one in the career of Spinozn, who, when his sisters 
tried to defraud him of his patrimony—owing to his 
having left the synagogue—contested tin; case at law, 
won his suit, and then handed over all the money 
as a free gift to the sisters. Both in reference to the 
Annantfale debt, and to his subsequent demand for the 
payment of arrears of salary as Judge-Advocate under 
Gerfcral St Clair, wo see that when Ilumc was once 
convinced fil the justice of a claim, he showed great 
tenacity hr insisting on it. This was, however, but a 
mark of his strong sense of justice, and of the import¬ 
ance he attached to its practical realisation.* 
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OFFICIAL LIFE AND APPOINTMENTS; VAItlOUS PUBLICATIONS. 

Bkino freed from the lunatic Mari|uis, we find Hume, 
in 1740, thinking next of enlisting in the army!— 
an intention which suggest,". Coleridge’s curious esca¬ 
pade after leaving Cambridge. Instead of enlisting, 
however, us Coleridge did, Hume lemiied an invitation 
from (lenerul St Clair to attend him “as a secretary 
to his expedition, which was at first meant againlt 
Canada, hut ended in an ineui>ion on the coast of 
France.” 1 Between the oiler and its acceptance by 
Hume, only a day «>r two intervened; and having 
accepted it, he tells us lie was at once asked whether 
ho would definitely enter the military service or not. 
We may note that Adam Ferguson, who was then 
chaplain to the I Cl Regiment, accompanied him in 
this visit to Britt.ui\ hut it is unnecessary do par¬ 
ticularise the details of an ignominious expedition, 
not creditable to England, nor, to any one con¬ 
nected with it. Such a mode of warfare — mak¬ 
ing a raid on a peaceful seaboard, and ravaging its 
villages-is not only, as Mr Burton calls it, “a reljc'of 
1 My Own Life. 2 Ctylyte’s Autobiography, p. 282. 
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btrburisi#,” camping us back to the fierce lionicr forays 
of.a savage time; but it is very seldom of any use, from 
a military point of view? The only advantage which 
Hume derived from his connection with it was that it 
widened his experience; and as he was both Secretary 
to St Clair and Judge-Advocate of the Forces—the latter 
post requiring administrative tact, as well as a knowledge 
of law, and a power of rapid decision and action—the 
experience which he gained during this term of office 
was of much use to him subsequently as an historical 
writer. He described the incidents of the expedition in 
graphic letters to his brother and to others, lie had “a 
great curiosity,” he tells us, “to see a real campaign ; ” 
and after a short interval was introduced, much more 
effectually, as v e shall see, to the life of camps and courts. 
Writing to Henry,.Home, however, lie says that his 
experience with General St Glair had not spoiled his 
rdfish for study and retirement. He would return “very 
cheerfully to books, leisure, and solitude in the country; 

. . . and frequent disappointments hu\e taught me 
that nothing need be despaired of, as well as that nothing 
can bo depended on.” 

The expedition over, Hume returned to Mincwells, and 
again enjoyed the quiet of the old famd\ homo amongst 
his books. His mother, brother, and sister lived together 
there, and the brief visit of the younger son to that some¬ 
what secluded circle would be an event of interest to 
every member of it. AW have no very distinc t picture 
of their life or doings, in a holin’ which Hume called, 
and must doubtless have found to be, a “retreat." He 
would probably spend a good deal of his time out of 
doors, by ihe banks of the AVbitadder, sauntering down 



46 


Hume. 


to ‘Tibbie Fowler’s Glen,’ or riding to his (Ad hauft, 
the mineral well at Duns. % • 

A paper, preserved amonjfst the Edinburgh Royal 
Society’s manuscripts, gives us a tolerable index to 
Hume’s character at this time. Though written o8t by 
some one else, it is corrected by Hume, and may very 
possibly have been intended as a bit of mental an¬ 
atomy or self-portraiture. It is entitled, “ Character 

of-, written by himself; ” and the following occurs 

in it: “ 6. Has never been hurt by his enemies, because 
he never hated nny one of them. 7. Exempt from 
vulgar prejudices, full of his own. 1 8. Very bashful, 
somewhat modest, no way humble. 9. A fool, capable 
of performances which few wise men can execute. 10. 
A wise man, guilty of indiscretions which the greatest 
simpletons can perceive. 11. Sociable, though he lives 
in solitude. 12. An enthusiast, without religion; a 
philosopher, who despairs to attain truth ; a moralitt, 
who prefers instinct to reason; a gallant, who gives 
no offence to husbands and mothers; a scholar, without 
tho ostentation of learning.” 

We must pass over the attempts made by him about 
this time to compose some stanzas in verse—we cannot say 
to write poetry—as they do not rise above mediocrity, 
and are scarcely superior to the stanza said to have been 
scratched by him on a pane of glass in a Carlisle inn, 
which so amused .Sir Walter Scott that he proposed as “a 
good quiz” to advertise ‘The Poetical Works of David 
Hume, with notes critical, historical, and fort la 11 

He was summoned a second time from his literary pur- 

o 

1 fcj,, His admiration for, and eulogy of, Wilkie's^'Epigonisd.’ 

! See I/jokhag's Life of Sir Wa^or Scott, vol. v. p.*98. 
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8tfite,.eorilwhat suddenly, by General St Clair, who seems 
to .have iiked Jiim greatly. St Clair had been appointed 
the chief of a military eidbassy, about to proceed to the 
Courts of Vienna and Turin, to seo that the Austrians 
and Yiedmontese furnished their stipulated number of 
troops to the general European war; and to Ilumo he 
offered the post of Secretary to the Forces. It was at 
once accepted; and Hume’s tenure of this office for a 
second time had a marked effect in enlarging his know¬ 
ledge of foreign countries, and also in interesting him in 
contemporary European politics. lie had looked forward 
(as he tells his friend Oswald) to “seeing courts and 
camps,” 1 believing that this would be of the greatest 
servico to him as a man of letters and a historian. To 
Henry Home he said (February 1718), the only thing 
that made him Imitate to accept the post was “ an in¬ 
ward reluctance to leave my books, and leisure, and 
retreat;” and in his autobiography he says, of the two 
following years spent \w (he capacity of secretary, that 
they were “almost the only interruption to my studies 
which occurred in the course of my life.” lie sent 
home a somewhat minute Journal of Iuh travels and 
experiences abroad to his brother Joseph at .Ninewolls. 
They went through Holland, up the Rhine, to Frankfort, 
and on to Ratisbon, thVnce to Vienna, returning through 
the Tyr»l to Italy, and ending at Turin. Many of his 
observations in these letters are acute, if some are eoin- 
momduco : e.r/., of travelling he says, “ .Nothing serves 
more to remove prejudice.” Of Germany—then broken 

1 *Iu this, the student of the history of philosophy and of the live* 
of tha^hilosophers will s 4m a resemblance to an incident in the career 
of Descartes. r 
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Mljs into a number of petty principalities— He viote . 
“ Were it united, it would be the greatest power that 
over was in the world ”■—a cOrioue forecast, in. the light 
of recent history. It is remarkable, however, that while 
passing through some of the finest European scenefy, ho 
seems to have taken no particular interest in it. In his 
appreciation of mountains, ho is on the aesthetic level 
of Dr Johnson. They aro “ savage mountains.” It is 
always the official that is writing home, not the traveller 
with an eye for the beautiful, or even with any special 
regard for places historically interesting. For example, 
he gives a longish account of Cologne, without ever men¬ 
tioning its cathedral ! lie passes up the Rhine, and 
notes neither the ruined castles nor the Siebengebirgc. 
Nature, in its grand or sublime aspects, had no charm to 
him. Medievalism—whether its spirit was to be seen 
haunting a cathedral, or lingering in the nooks and 
crannies of an old-world town, or surviving in customs 
consecrated by age and venerable by long tradition— 
had no attractions for him. Its memorials did not rouse 
his curiosity, any more than the wayside flowers at Nine- 
wells awakened his enthusiasm. 1 Not oidy so; but, 
although he, was travelling on a military expedition for 
a military purpose, one might infer — so far as those 
familiar letters to his brother indicate—that the Con¬ 
tinent was in the profoundcst peace ! 

1 There is on apparent exception to tins lark of enthusiasm. When 
he rnmo to Mantua he wrote : “ We are not, in classic ground ; fend I 
have kissed tire earth that produced Virgil, and have ^drnired those 
fertile plains that hS has so finely celebrated." But the exception is 
only apparent. It was Virgil, not the place, that interested him. • He 
uys to his brother, •• You are tire,!, nud so am 1, with^the descrip¬ 
tion of countrirj;.” 
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i ^Tbia expedition, however, did one inif>ortaut service 
r to'Hume 0 It showed him that the historical critic had 
something more Co d# tlitln merely to record military 
movements, and that the inner forces which sway the 
life eff a people are of more importance than the most 
brilliant incidents of the battle-field. It is true that as 
a historian ho did not sullieiently note the evolution of 
human character, and the play of the myriad forces that 
make up the drama of existence; but he noted these 
more than his predecessors had done, lie was less of an 
Annalist, and more of an interpreter, than they had been. 

We have a curious account of his personal appearance 
at this time from the young Irish politician Lord Charle- 
mont, who met him at Turin, but whose account must 
be received with some very obvious deductions. He 
first praises Ilume’s (octreme kindliness, and then says:— 

“Nature, I believe, nc\ er formed any man more unlike 
his real character than David Hume. The powers of physiog¬ 
nomy were baffled by hj- countenance ; neither could the 
most skilful in that -ciencc pretend to discern the smallest 
trace of the faculties of hi- mind m the unmeaning features 
of his visage. His face was broad and flat, his mouth wide, 
and without any other expression than that of imbecility; 
his eyes vacant and spirith--; and the corpulence of his 
whole person was fur better fitted to convey the idea of a 
turtle-eating alderman than that of a refined philosopher. 
His speech in English was rendered ridiculous by the 
broadest Scotch accent, and his French was, if possible, still 
more laughable ; so that wisdom most certainly never dis¬ 
guise^ herself before iif -*> uncouth a garb.”' 

• 

During hits absence in Italy in 1748, hi.*‘ Philosophical 

1 Seethe Memoirs of the Political ami IYivnte Life of James Caul¬ 
field, Earl of Chafleniont. Ity Francis I lardy. P 8. 
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Essays concerning Human Understanding,'—tafterwyds 
(in the 3d edition) called ‘ An Inquiry concerning Human 
Understanding,’—were published anonymously, just as 
his previous volume of ‘ Essays, floral and Political 
had been. Tlie second edition (1751) contained his 
name. 1 His desire was that the earlier ‘Treatise on 
Human Nature' should be forgotten, and that his later 
‘ Essays’ should take its place, as an exposition of his 
philosophical system. In an “advertisement” to a later 
edition of the ‘Inquiry,’ he expresses the wish that it 
alone should be regarded as containing his philosophic#! 
principles and sentiments ; and, in a letter to his friend 
Elliot in 1751, he said : - 

“I believe the ‘ Philosophical Essays’ contain everything 
of consequence relating to the Understanding which you 
could meet with m the ‘ Treat i-e,’ an*l I give you my advice 
against reading the latter. 1 >y shortening and simplifying 
the questions, I really render them much more complete. 
Addo dum mimw. The philosophical principles are the 
same, in both ; hut I was carried aavay by the heat of youth 
and invention to publish too precipitately. So vast an 
undertaking, planned before I was one-and-twenty, and 
composed before, twenty-five, must necessarily be very de¬ 
fective. 1 have repented my haste a hundred and a 
hundred times.'’ 

This judgment of the author is not, however, the verdict 
of posterity, any more than it endorses Miltoifs opinion 
that his ‘ Paradise Ilegained ’ is superior to ‘Paradise 
Lost.’ There was no reeantation.of previous doetjine in 

1 It is curious to note a change introduced in tht» edition into the 
litle of one of the Essius, which is altered from “ The^Practical Con¬ 
sequences of Natural Religion " to “ Of a Particular Providence and 
a Future State." 
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thr, ‘.Inquiry,’ no explicit disavowal of his earlier opinion; 
but ther^was a loss, both of force and of luininousness, 
in the way in which the ddctrine was unfolded. Hume’s 
philosophy appears in the ‘ Inquiry ’ diluted of its 
formdt strength. He was mortified, however, to find 
that this second philosophical work—expressly prepared 
to make his system less “ caviare to the general ”—created 
scarcely any more inteiest than the 'Treatise' had done; 
while popular discussions, like those by IU Middleton, 1 
stirred the country ; and lie had to endure the further 
Riortification of finding that (happily for the literature 
of Philosophy) lie could not obliterate his early work. 
His constant wish to suppress the more juvenile perform¬ 
ance, with its “positive air," throws a good deal of light 
upon his character. It is not to his credit. It shows 
him as a victim to tl(g too common infirmity of literary 
men—preferring a sudden success to enduring reputation 
and posthumous fame ; but when we look bai k upon his 
work, in the light of the subsequent evolution of Kurnpcan 
thought, we see that it i~ upon the ‘ Treatise,’ and not 
upon the ‘Inquiry,’ that Ins philosophical fame reposes. 

While Hume was in London in 17 It*, 1 1 is mother 
died. He felt the loss acutely. I >r Carhlft of Inveresk 
—Jupiter Carlyle—wrote of the event thus : “David 
and he" (referring to Hume and the lion. Hubert Hoyle) 
“were b#th in London at the period when David's 
mother died. Mr Hoyle, bearing of it, soon after went 
into his apartment., for they lodged m the same house, 
wherd they found him in the deepest affliction, and in a 
flood of tegA.” Hume at once returned to Xinewells. 
In hts account of his ‘ Own Life,’ he puts it —with laconic 
1 X Fret* Fn<|tiiry into Mipuulous power*. \ 
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force, in which tenderness is hid— X wen? dotyr# in 
1749, and lived two years with my brother at. his 
country house, for my mother was now dead.?’ During 
these years ho carried on a varied correspondence with 
a number of his contemporaries, such as Dr CISphane 
of London—a physician and brother officer, who had 
been with him in the expedition to L'Orient—James 
Oswald of Dunnikier, Sir Gilbert Elliot, and others. 
This correspondence is characterised by strong common- 
sense, and apt allusions to the events of the day; and it 
is lit up with a good deal of humour. 1 His friend, Sir 
Gilbert Elliot, was in many respects a remarkable 
man; and as they differed on some philosophical points, 
Elliot’s letters to Ilume are nearly as interesting as 
Hume’s replies. Their correspondence arose out of the 
‘ Inquiry concerning the Principles of Morals,’ which 
was published in 1751, and the ‘Dialogues concerning 
Natural Ileligion,’ which, though not published till after 
Hume’s death, were in manuscript before 1751. It is 
noteworthy that in one of his letters to Elliot written 
in that year, Hume distinctly states that he meant to 
make Olennthes the hero of his ‘ Dialogues,’ 2 and that 
the theistic position which Cleanthes adopts was most 

1 Those who doubt whether or not Hume hod a strong sense of 
humour, and who set down his sallies bf wit as mere pleasantries or 
drolleries, should read these, nml Ins subsequent letters to Clephane 
and to Gilbert Elliot, or his ' Heilman's Petition,’ or his fetter to Mrs 
Pysart on his brother's marriage, or his petition to the Chief*Justice 
Reason in reference to the Westminster election. There is also his 
letter aliout Wilkio’s * Eptgoniad ’; and s^ill licttcr, perhaps, f hat he 
wrote in 1759 to Mr Ruat on tho invasion of ..England by France. 
He was not, of course, a humorist par crcyllmct, sn^L he even ad¬ 
mitted to Elliot that his performances in that direction "were doll.” 

* Bee also hU letter to Balfour of Pilrig, March 1759, 1la reply to 
Balfour’s answer to his * Inquiry concerning the Principles of Morals. 
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agreeable to Mmseff; and he asks Elliot if he can give him 
any aid in«streil|jthening the position of Cleanthes. The 
question whether this is consistent with the fundamental 
teachisgof Hume’s philosophy will be considered later on. 

In 1751 he came in from Xinewells to live in Edin¬ 
burgh. “I removed,” he says, “from the country to 
the town, the true scene for a man of letters.” Ho never 
desired wealth, but ho thirsted for imlej>endonco; and 
ten years before this he expressed bis belief, in one of his 
Essays, that those who lived in the middle rank of lifo 
were the most fortunate, because they could practiso all 
the virtues, those towards superiors, equals, and inferiors. 
Now, in 1751, he writes to Michael Ramsay : “ I might 
perhaps pretend, as well as others, to complain of for¬ 
tune ; but I do not, and should condemn myself as 
unreasonable if I dfd. "While interest remains as at 
present, I have £50 a-year, .£100 worth of books, great 
storo of linen and fine clothes, and near £100 in my 
pocket; along with or<ftr, frugality, a strong spirit of 
independency, good health, a contented humour, and an 
unabating love of study. In these circumstances, I must 
esteem myself one of the happy and fortunate ; and so 
far from being willing to draw my ticket over again in 
the lottery of lifo, there* are very few prizes with which 
I would make an exchange. After some deliberation, I 
am resolved to settle in Edinburgh, ami hope to be able, 
with these revenues, to say with Horace— 

*Est bona librorum et provisa) frugis in annum 
Copia.’ 

• 

Besides other, reasons which determine mo to this 
resolution, I would not go UxS far away from my sister, 
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who thinks she will soon follow me j’aml in that case 
we shall perhaps take up house eithe t f in Itdinbui^h 
or the neighbourhood. . . . And as my sister can join 
£30 a-yeur to my stock, and brings an equal love of 
order and frugality, we doubt not to make our revenues 
answer.” 

He took up his residence in Edinburgh for a year or 
two in Kiddie’s Land, Lawnmarket, near the head of 
the West How. Mr Burton thus happily explains the 
term “land,” as applied to the houses of Old Edinburgh*. 
“Edifices, some of them ten or twelve storeys high, 
in which the citizens of Edinburgh made staircases 
supply the place of streets, and erected perpendicular 
thoroughfares.” 1 

During his first winter in town we find him again 2 3 a 
candidate for academical honours. His friend Adam 
Smith having been transferred from the Logic chair in 
Glasgow to that of Ethics, Hume sought the vacant post, 
but was again defeated. lie sought it probably quite as 
much from a wish to lie colleague to such men as Adam 
Smith and Cullen, as from any desiie to teaeh Logic in 
the University. - ' It was perhaps as Well that lie did 
not succeed in his candidature on either occasion. As 
already remarked, lie was not Uic kind of man to he 
a successful Lnivcrsitv teacher. Founders of svstems 

' t 

rarely are so ; and had Hume entered the academic 
circle early in life, the literature of Philosophy might 
have had less original contributiefns from his jieiw 

1 Life unit Correspomleme of Hume, vol. i. p. 343. 

3 See p. 39. . 

3 Smith, at any rate, saiil to Cullen, “ I shnnlil prefer*David Hume 
to any man foAi colleague.” ^ 
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Though now a*twice - defeated University candidate, 
the-year £7.51 jyas significant in Hume’s literary History. 
In that year his ‘Inqfhirv concerning the Principles of 
Morals ’ was published; and of this work he said— “In 
my own opinion (who ought not to judge on that sub¬ 
ject) it is, of all my writings, historical, philosophical, or 
literary, incomparably the best. It came unsolicited and 
unobserved into the world." 1 For obvious reasons, 
however, it brought him no immediate popularity. It 
yas throughout a vindication of utility, as a test of the 
morality of actions, and it hal him into some controversy 
with his contemporaries. In 17.53, it was examined by 
James Balfour of 1‘ilrig, who succeeded to the Univer¬ 
sity chair for which llume had been a candidate.- Into 
the merits of the controlor-y we shall enter fuither on; 
meanwhile we maypole the eharu< (eristic and friendly 
way in which Hume leeched tin- reply to his system. 
Balfour’s book had been published anonymously, and 
Hume left a letter f.g the author with the publisher 
(March 17.53). m whhh the following oceuis- — 

“ Sir,—W hen I write you, I knew not to whom I am 
addressing myself; I only knew that he o one who has done 
me a great deal of honour, and to w ho-e i n iln u - 1 am obliged. 
If we be strangers, I hog we may be acquainted, as soon as 

‘ In Ma»- 17.' >3 In- \\r«*te t<» Lonl Hailrn asking lnni to rim out his 
* Inquiry,’ and to nott* what he thought ami**", t it In 1 in its language 
or its argument. He added, “Results tliat I am extreimh anxiotiH 
to attain Home degree of eonvi tilths in all n y at tempts, 1 mind ton- 
f *s Aat, I have a partiafitN for tint work, and e**t« < lit it the most 
tolerable of an) tiring I have composed." -(Fr^m an unpublished 
letter in th# Hailes Collet tion of Historical MhS ) 

* In a book entitled, ‘ A Delineation of the Nature and Obligations 
of MdValitv*wiUi Reflections upon Mr Hume’s W»k, entitled an 
“ Inquiry concerning the Principle d Morals " ’ 
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you think proper to discover yourself; if*we be acquamftd 
already, I beg we may be friends ; if friends, I b«jg we may 
be more so. Our connection rtdth.each other, as men of 
letters, is greater than our difference in adhering to different 
sects or systems. Let us revive the happy times, *vhen 
Atticus and Cassius the epicureans, Cicero the academic, and 
Brutus the Btoic, could all of them live in unreserved friend¬ 
ship together, and were insensible to all these distinctions, 
except so far as they furnished agreeable matter to dis¬ 
course and conversation. Perhaps you are a young man, and 
being full of those sublime ideas which you have so well 
expressed, think there can be no virtue upon a more confined*’ 
system. I am not an old one ; but, being of a cool temper¬ 
ament, have always found that more simple views were 
sufficient to make me net in a reasonable manner; x&t 
lUnvytra diriffTtiK: in this faitli have I lived, and hope to 
die.” He adds : “ I have surely endeavoured to refute the 
sceptic with all the force of which I am master; and my 
refutation must be allowed sincere', bee* u-o drawn from the 
capital principles of my system. . . . With regard to our 
philosophical systems, I suppose we are both so fixed that 
thero is no hope of any conversions ^ictwixt us ; and, for my 
part, I doubt not but we shall both do as well to remain as 
we are.” 

All this is very characteristic ; the* intellectual can¬ 
dour, the controversial courtesy, the modesty allied to 
firmness, the dash of egotism, the persuasion that his 
belief would remain untouched by any argument which 
his opponent eould adduce, and—if tho whole Ritter bo 
looked into—tho delicate underlying satire, along with 
the supremo conviction that the chief thing to bo secured 
in all controversy as to things ultimate wa« geijial human 
intercourse, since certainty and finality were both clearly 
beyond our reach. . 

In the sarje year (1751^ ho published fiis' Political 
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Disc'durees ’; ancf these, like the ' Essays,’—and unlike 
both the*‘ Treatise ’ and tl;o ‘ Inquiry ’—met with imme¬ 
diate and wide recognition. They were translated into 
French, first by Eleazer Mauvillon, and published at Am¬ 
sterdam in 1753; then by the AbW lo Wane in 1754 
(reprinted at Berlin in 1755); and again by Mademoiselle 
de la Chnux at Amsterdam in 1766; and at Paris in 
1767. These ‘Discourses’ aroused more interest on the 
Continent than anything published on the subject since 
4ho ‘Esprit des Lois.’ "Wlmt is more important, they 
had a remarkable effect in determining the current of 
economic discussion, and gave rise to numerous other 
works, such as Mirabeau’s ‘L’Ami des Hommes.' They 
have been aptly called the “cradle of political economy.” 
They will be noticed in a subsequent chapter. It is 
enough for the present to say that they have never been 
superseded. 

Then followed an appointment (in January 1752) 
which compensated Ilflme for his loss of the Glasgow 
chair—viz., his election, in succession to the celebrated 
scholar Thomas Iiuddiman, as Keeper of the Advocates’ 
Library in Edinburgh, and Clerk to the Faculty. The 
appointment was opposed on the ground of his opinions, 
and he was not a little proud of his success. He wrote 
to Dr C’lephane (February 1752) that he had carried it 
against flic President and Dean of Faculty “by a con¬ 
siderable majority.” “The violent outcry of deism, 
athei|m, and scepticism was raised against me, and 
’twas represented that my election would lxt giving the 
sanction of the greatest and most learned Ixxly of men 
in thk country to my profane and irreligious principles. 

. . . Nothing since the Kc4>ellion has ewer so much 
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engaged the attention of this town,"except Provost 

Stewart’s trial: 1 and there scagce is a maif whose friend- 

• • . 

ship or acquaintance I could desire who has not given 
me undoubted proofs of his concern and regard. » . . 
It was vulgarly given out that the contest was betwixt 
deists and Christians; and when the news of my success 
came to the play-house, the whisper ran that the Chris¬ 
tians were defeated. Are you not surprised that we 
. could keep our popularity, notwithstanding this impu¬ 
tation, which my friends could not deny to be well* 
founded!” The chief attraction of the post to Hume 
was not the salary attached to it—it was only £40 a- 
year—but its putting over 30,000 volumes at his dis¬ 
posal, at that time the “largest collection of books in 
Scotland,” ami especially rich in historical literature. It 
thus enabled Ilunie more easily to carry out an intention 
he had previously formed of writing the ‘History of 
Britain ’ (his Scottish prejudice would not allow him to 
say of England) ‘from the I'niort of the Crowns to the 
present Time ; ’ and for the next eleven years he laboured 
at this work at intervals, with steadfast zeal, and labori¬ 
ous if uncritical industry. His opponents having said 
some bitter things about the Library appointment, Hume 
showed his real generosity and kindliness of nature by 


1 Hume is credited with a pamphlet on the trial of this Provost 
Stewart, a copy of which is in the Advocates' Library, Edinburgh. 
It is entitled * The Trial of Archibald Stewa-t, Esq,, fate Lord Provost 
of Edinburgh, before the High Court of Justiciary in Seottana, for 
neglect of duty, andtnisbohnviour in the execution of his^jfflee, as Lord 
Provost of Edinburgh, before and at the time the Rebels g?t possession 
of that city in the month of September 1715' (Edinburgh, 1747k It is 
attributed to him by Sir Walter Scott and others, VncP bears strong 
internal evidente of Hume's style of vgriting. 
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giving ud the salary, handing it over to the blind poet 
Blacklocli 1 Hp had formerly raised a subscription in 
Edinburgh of £60 for Blacklock. 2 

% 

1 “To my certain knowledge/’ wrote Dr Carlyle of Inveresk, "lie 
give every farthing of his salary to persons in distress.”-(Antobio* 
gr»phy, p. 274.) 

* The following is an extract from an iinpuhlishcd letter of Hume’s, 
dated October 1751, to John Wilkes (British Museum : Select Cor¬ 
respondence, 1751-179’); “I do not reniemlier whether I mentioned 
to you a poet of this country, one Blacklock, a poor tradesman's sou, , 
fnd born blind. I think he is the greatest curiosity in the world, 

By his industry he has acquired Greek, Latin, and French, and has 
become a good general scholar, , , , He eum employs the ideas of 
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CHAPTER VI. 

LIFE AT EDINBURGH—1755-1763. 

Living now nt Edinburgh in tho independent position 
he had won for himself, he soon gathered round him 
ft circle of friends, old and new — Mure of Caldwell, 
Oswald of Dunnikier, and Henry Homo (Lord Karnes), 
and subsequently, Sir Gilbert Elliot, Adam Smith, and 
Colonel Edmonstone. Ho was eminently social, univer¬ 
sally liked by his friends, and esteemed by most men of 
education. Rut while their admiration was sincere, and 
their regqrd for him great, he had some undisguised 
opponents, and many others suspected him secretly. 
As one result, when the first ‘ Edinburgh Review ’ was 
started in 17f»f», Hume—though by far tho most eminent 
literary Scotsman of the day—was not asked to con¬ 
tribute to it. 1 

In 1754, tho year before this. ‘ Edinburgh Review’ 
was started, an old Philosophical Society—which had 

1 Only two numbers of this 1 Review ’ wer^published. Adam Smith, 
Robertson, Blair, and Jardine wrote articles. Mackenzie K! his 
‘ Account of John Home,' p. 24, suggests that Hflme was left out of 
the circle of writers, not from any hostility, but because the editor or 
projectors found that either his "extreme good-nature ’’ would Save 
weakened the criticism in which they wished to indulge, air his *" ex¬ 
treme artlessnets ” would hare wheeled their secrete. 
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bpeg founded in Edinburgh in 1731 aa a medical 
Bociety-j-waa widened for the discussion of speculative 
question^ ifnme seems* to have occasionally attended 
it, but he did not take part in the debates—although, in 
Jantiary 1755, we find him apologising to Adam Smith 
for not sending him an “ anniversary paper ” for the 
society. 

A somewhat vivid glimpse of Hume’s domestic lifo 
at this time is obtained in a letter written from Edin¬ 
burgh to Dr Clephane (January 1753): “About seven 
^months ago I got a house of my own, and completed a 
regular family, consisting of a head—viz., myself—and 
two inferior members, a maid and a cat. My sister 
has since joined me, and keeps me. company. With 
frugality I can reach, I find, cleanliness, warmth, light, 
plenty, and contentment. What would you have morel 
Independence! I have it in a supreme degree. Honour? 
That is not altogether wanting. < iraoe ! That will come 
in time. A wife 1 That is none of the indispensable 
requisites of life, books! 'That <*■ one of them; and 
I have more than I can use. In short, I cannot find 
any blessing of consequence which I am not possessed 
of, in a greater or less degree ; and without any groat 
effort of philosophy, I may be easy and satisfied. 

“As there is no happiness without occupation, I havo 
begun a work which will employ me several years, and 
which yields me much satisfaction. T is a History of 
Britain, from the Union of the Crowns to the present 
timfl. % I have already finished the reign of King 
James. py friends flatter me (by this I mean that 
thdy don’t flatter me) that I have succeeded. You 
know that there is no post # of honour in^ the English 
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Parnassus more vacant than that of is tor/. StjjJe, 
judgment, impartiality, care—everything is wanting to 
our historians; and I make my vjprk very concise, after 
the manner of the ancients. . . . The work will please 
neither the Duke of Bedford nor James Fraser; But I 
hope it will please you and posterity, KTrjfia tit dtl.” 

This letter is valuable in many ways. It shows both 
the spirit in which Hume began the writing of his His¬ 
tory, and the aim he had in view from the first. He 
began it in the prime of his intellectual life; and the 
reasons which led him to devote the next eight years 
to it— 1754 to 17G1 —were various. He had said his say 
on metaphysics, on morals, on economics, and religion; 
but he had not, met with the recognition which he 
sought, or the fame he coveted. He now had access, 
for the first time, to a large histoijcal library; and he 
had a comparatively untrodden field before him. The 
liistory of England had not yet been adequately written. 
Ho therefore hoped to effect “ a new departure ” in the 
literature of his country. He began with the accession 
of James I.; and his first volume, published in 1754, 
brought him down to the execution of Charles I.—his 
original intention being that the second should end at 
the Revolution, and the third at the accession of the 
Hanovorian dynasty ; “ for I ihfre come no nearer the 
present times.” 1 He wrote rapidly, producing a quarto 
volume in a year; and although he had little knowledge 
of the period at first hand, he worked his way with sin¬ 
gular assiduity and tact amongst tfie conflicting authori¬ 
ties which the Library afforded him, ami presented the 
results of his study with a literary grace and charm 

1 Letter to Clejihaae, January 175tf * 
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wjdch wbn the admiration of posterity, until history 
began—|s it has now begun—to be written with a scien¬ 
tific eye. * His^arevioug work, as a psychological analyst of 
character, helped him as a historian. It enabled him to 
deal? more wisely than his predecessors had done, with 
complex social forces, to explain the mixed motives 
of action, to select relevant facts, and to ignore irrele¬ 
vant arguments. Perhaps it also led him to be less 
strict in his investigation of fact s than ex pert in deduc¬ 
ing conclusions, and to be more discursive than concise. 

* In the John 'Wilkes’ Select Correspondence 1 (1754- 
1797), there is a letter from llumc-—who had sent 
Wilkes a copy of his History — dated Edinburgh, 
October 1754, in which he says: “If I had hud the 
honour to bo longer known to you, you would have 
found that nothing could oblige me more than a free 
criticism or censure. Will you take my word for it, 
and venture the experiment ? 1 know that, in many 

particulars, especially the language, you would be able, 

if you pleased, to give me ..1 advice. I beg of you 

to mark, as you go along, such words or phrases as 
appear to you wrong or suspicious, and to inform me Cf 
them. You could not do me a better ofiice. Notwith¬ 
standing all the pains I have, taken in the study of the 
English language, I aift still jealous of my pen. As to 
my tongue, you have, seen that I regard it as totally 
desperate and irreclaimable.” 

In a previous letter from Edinburgh, written a fort¬ 
night ^earlier in the same October, he says: “I am 
glad you £ot so good weather in your journey to the 
we*t. T?hat would make some compensation for bail 
1 In the BritUhJMiiftcum MSS. 
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roads and bad inns. If your time h^d pernfitted, jjpu 
should have gone into the Highlands. You wijuld there, 
have seen human nature in the £}olde»*Age,.'or rather, 
indeed, in the Silver. For the Highlanders have de¬ 
generated somewhat from the primitive simplicity of 
mankind. But perhaps you have so corrupted a taste 
as to prefer your Iron Age, to be met with in London 
and the south of England, where luxury and vice of 
overy kind so much abound. There is no disputing 
tastes, and no opinion is so extravagant as not to find 
some partisan.” 1 ^ 

His first volume was no success, however, in his own 
estimation. “ I was assailed,” he tells us, 2 “ by one cry of 
reproach, disapprobation, and even detestation: English, 
Scotch, and Irish, Whig and Tory, Churchman and 
Sectary, Freethinker and IMigionigt, Patriot and Cour¬ 
tier, united in their rage against the man who had pre¬ 
sumed to shed a generous tear for the fate of Charles L 
and the Earl of Strafford; and after the first ebullitions 
of their fury were over, what was still more mortifying, 
the hook seemed to fall into oblivion. I must only ex¬ 
cept the Primate of England, I)r Herring, and the 
Primate of Ireland, I>r Stone, which were two odd ex¬ 
ceptions. These dignified prelates separately sent me 
messages not to be discouraged. 1 ” The last-mentioned 
fact is much to the credit of tho.Archbishops, who must 
have had an eye for history, and who could appreciate 
a work that was neither a defiance of current opinion 
nor on echo of their own. Hume, however, was much 

1 In the John Wilkes' Select Correspondenee, British Museum 
MSS. (1754-1707). 

* My Own Life. 
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dfqpojuragtA. Hajhought of renouncing history, leaving 
Boo$land,^nd going over to France ; but he was induced, 
"idler an'.intemal,” tea rerfbw his labour, and to write 
a second volume. This brought him-down to the Rov- 
olutidh. Again he thought ho would desist; but the 
imperious necessity of work led him on, and ho wont 
back to the Tudor period—tho history of which he 
wrote, “ because ho was tired of idleness,” in two addi¬ 
tional volumes. He next agreed to a plan, submitted 
to him by his publisher, to recommence at the begin¬ 
ning of the reign of Henry VII.— thus writing his His¬ 
tory, with crab-like movement, backwards. Tho period 
subsequent to the Revolution he would not face. 

It is clear that, as a historian, Hume endeavoured to 
bo dispassionate mid fair to all parties, llo tried to 
write without prejudice. In a letter to Clophanc, speak¬ 
ing of politics, ho said—in a sentence admirable for its 
wisdom and its antithesis : “ My views of things are more 
conformable to AVhig principles; my representation of 
persons, to Tory prejudices.” Again to Clophanc (Oct. 
1753): “I am sensible that the history of the two first 
Stuarts will ha most agreeable to the Tories—that of 
the two last, to the Whigs; but we must endeavour to 
bo above any regard either to Whigs or Tories.” To 
Matthew Sharp of Hodflam (Feb. 1751): “Lord Kli- 
bank say» that I am a moderate Whig, and Mr Wallace 
that I am a candid Tory.” Again he wrote : “ I have 
the impudence to pretend that I am of no party and 
have io'bias.” Tho bias, however, did exist, and was 
gradually developed, as it is with most men. Finding 
that Che democratic side was less intellectual than tho 
aristocratio-athht the people (pok up causey that had 

P.—XL I 
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less root in the nature of things, or in reason, tljaij' in 
passing enthusiasm, — he gradually turned ,roun4 to¬ 
wards the side of the CavaRers^ and becamefa Royalist. 
The relation in which Hume’s History stands to his 
Philosophy will be considered later on. * 

About this time the Church Courts in Scotland took 
up his writings. They had previously taken up the 
‘ Essays on the Principles of Morality and Natural Re¬ 
ligion,’ by Lord Kamos—in which the liberty of the 
human will was held to bo an illusion, although an 
illusion that was useful to the race. In 1753 the Rev. 
George Anderson attacked Karnes alone; in 1755 he 
dealt with Karnes and Hume together — the former 
under the name of “Sopho.” It was a disgracefully 
unfair attack, to which I)r lilair replied ; l but it is now 
utterly forgotten. In 1750 this same Anderson pro¬ 
posed to the General Assembly that a committee should 
bo appointed to “impure into” Hume’s writings; and 
—what could not happen nowadays to a layman— 
to “call him before them.’' It is to the credit of the 
General Assembly of the National Church of Scotland 
that this proposal was rejected by 50 votes to 17.® 
Hume does not seem to have been annoyed by it, and 
he does not allude to it in his autobiography. In an 
undated letter to Adam Smith* however, ho said—refer¬ 
ring to the action of the clergy towards John«IIorae, the 
minister of Athelstaneford, author of the tragedy of 
‘Douglas’—“Did you ever hear of such madness and 
folly as our clergy have lately fallen into 1 For Ay part, 

I expect that the next Assembly will very solemnly pro- 

• 

1 Hoc the life of Karma, hy Tytler, voj. L p. 14% 

*(£«! the Scots Magazine, 1756. ° 
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noince the sentence of excommunication against mo; 
but I do sot apprehend it to bo a matter of any conse¬ 
quence ; what do you think' I ” 

publishing his History by instalments, the second 
volumo came out in 1756 ; an<l the way in which he 
referred, in this volume, to the various religious sects, 
gavo even more offence to his contcm|>omrics than tho 
supposed tendency of his philosophical ojiinions. There 
can bo little doubt that lluine was constitutionally 
biassed against two of the parties that have, through¬ 
out tho Christian centuries, formed an integral part of 
the Church catholic, lie was biassed against the Itonian 
Church, and against the extreme Kvangelicals. There is 
no reason to believe that he was ever intentionally unfair 
to any sect, or that he was ungenerous towards its disciples, 
even if he thought Shorn zealots ; but he had no sym¬ 
pathy with certain types of opinion, and enthusiasm of 
every kind was distasteful to him. 1 Perhaps it was his 
repugnnnce to im-dicvaMsm on the one hand, and his 
blindness to its merits on the otlmr, with the prevailing 
want of enthusiasm in his own temperament, that led 
to this. It is to lie remembered, however, that in a 
letter to Clephane he said : “ I am convinced that what¬ 
ever I have said of religion ” (lie is speaking of his 
History) “should have received some softenings. There 
is no pagS in tho History which strikes in the least at 
revelation.” And in a proposed preface to one of the 
volumes of his History he wrote : — 

* >• 

“The propSr office of religion is to reform men’s lives, to 
purify their hearts, to enforce all moral duties, and to secure 


Except the very provincial enthutiasm for everything 8cotch. 
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obedience to the laws and civil magistrate. While it pur¬ 
sues 1 these useful purposes, its operations, though infinitely 
valuable, are secret and silent? an<J seldonf com$ under the 
cognisance of history. That adulterate species of it alone 
which inflames faction, animates sedition, and piolfl^ts 
rebellion, distinguishes it in the open theatre of the world, 
... It ought not to be matter of offence that no religious 
sect is mentioned in this work without being exposed some¬ 
times to some note of blame and disapprobation. The frail¬ 
ties of our nature mingle themselves with everything in which 
we arc employed, and no human institution will ever reach 
perfection—the idea of an infinite mind. The author of tlft 
universe seems at first sight to require a worship absolutely 
pure, simple, unadorned, without rites, institutions, cere¬ 
monies—even without temples, priests, or verbal prayer and 
supplication. Yet has this species of worship been often 
found to degenerate into the most dangerous fanaticism. 
When we have recourse to the aid of the senses and imagina¬ 
tion in order to adapt our religion in some degree to human 
infirmity, it is very difficult, and almost impossible, to pre¬ 
vent altogether the intrusion of superstition, or keep men 
from laying too great stress on Jhe ceremonial and orna¬ 
mental parts of their worship. Of all the sects into which 
Christians have been divided, the Church of England seems 
to have chosen the most happy medium. Yet it will 
undoubtedly be allowed that, during the age of which these 
volumes treat, there was a tincture of superstition in the 
partisans of the hierarchy, as well as a strong mixture of 
enthusiasm in their antagonists. *11111 it is the nature of the 
latter principle soon to evaporate and decay. \ spirit of 
moderation usually succeeds in a little to the fervour of zeal; 
and it must be acknowledged, to the honour of the. present 
Presbyterians, Independents, and •other sectaries of this 
island, that they resemble in little more tjmn jn lifting their 
predecessors who nourished during the civil w#rs, and who 
were the authors of such disorders. It would appear ridicu¬ 
lous in the eves of the judicious part of maitkiwl to fire tend 
t' 0 
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th*£ eVen the first reformers in most countries of Europe did 
not carry matters to a most violent extreme, and were not 
on many occasion^ liable to the imputation of fanaticism."'' 

TIl«757 —in the interval between the publication of 
the first and second volumes of his History—Hume sent 
to the press ‘ Four Dissertations : the Natural History of 
Religion; of the Passions; of Tragedy ; of the Standard 
of Taste.’ These dissertations were originally dedicated 
to John Home, the author of • Douglas’; but being told 
by somo of Home’s friends—whom he called “men of 
very good sense, but fools in that particular”—that it 
would hurt the party in the Church with which his 
relative had 1>een connected, he suspended the publica¬ 
tion of it. Home having resigned his charge of the 
parish of Athelstancfijjd, Hume made haste to insert the 
dedication in full. This work of llume’s was replied to, 
in a disgraceful joint performance, by ’Warhurhm and 
Hurd, entitled ‘Remarks on Mr David Hume’s Essay on 
the Natural History of Religion, addressed to the Rev. 
Dr AVarburton.’ 

In the month of May 1 7o7 he wrote to his publisher, 
Andrew Miller : “I have already begun and am a little 
advanced in a third volume of History. I do not pre¬ 
clude myself from the "view of going forward to the 
period after the Revolution ; but at present I begin 
with the reign of Henrv VII. It is properly at that 
period modern history commences, America was dis- 
cover^fl,«£ommerce extended, the arts cultivated, print¬ 
ing invented; religion reformed, and all th5 Ciovemmcnts 
of Europe almost changed. I wish, therefore, I had 
begun liere at first. I should liavo obviated many objec- 
1 See Mr Barton's Life, voL il.j’p. 12, 18. 
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tions that were made to the other volumes.” In August 
1757 he wrote—in a letter to Gilbert El^fot—what 
would have delighted Carlyle as a historian: “I am 
writing the History of England, from the access**^of 
Henry VII., and am some years advanced in Henry 
VIII. I undertook this work because I was tired of 
idleness, and found reading alone, after I had often 
perused all good books (which I think is soon done), a 
somewhat languid occupation. As to the approbation 
or esteem of those blockheads who call themselves tll6 
public, and whom a bookseller, a lord, a priest, or a 
party can guide, I do most heartily despise it.” 

In the same year (1757) Hume resigned his librarian- 
ship, in a laconic epistle to the Dean of the Faculty. 
The post had not turned out so unfettered and desirable 
as it at first promised to be. After the experience of a 
year or two, he found that he could not order the books 
which ho wished, or thought it important that the libra¬ 
ry should possess ; and he had? if not enemies; at least 
watchful qumti opponents, in the Faculty of Advocates. 1 
In September 1757 lie told liiH friend Clcphano that ho 
would bo “ in London next summer, probably to remain 
thore during life;" and asked him to look out for “a 
room in u sober, discreet family, who would not bo 
averse to admit a sober, discreet^ virtuous, frugal, regular, 
quiet, good-natured man, of a bad character.” Through 
all theso years, in which the writing of his History was 
his chief business, his position fn the Scottish, ^tpital 
had been growing gradually more distasteful to him; 
and although he did not relish the idea of settling in 

• . “ 

1 Sven hoijl Mouboddo, foreerample, accused him of adding friv¬ 
olous French novels to the,Library. < 



Qorretpondenee—Rttuma to Edinburgh. 71 

Lscidon—the English character being specially repellent 
to him—ore find him going South in September 1758, 
ostensibly to set his friend Clephane, but really to look 
after the printing of his volumes on the Tudors, and 
partly to assist his friend Robertson, whoso 1 History of 
Scotland ’ was being brought out in London. His cor¬ 
respondence with Robertson at this time is important, 
as it reveals Hume in a most generous light. Ho tells 
Robertson tliat his brother’s marriage at Nine wells had 
..something to do with his leaving Scotland, and that 
although ho had done everything he could to evade going 
to London, ho may never leave it now; and farther, 
that although lie has invitations and intentions of going 
over to Paris, it would l>e safer not to go, lest ho should 
settle there for life—such was his ri.< inrr/iir. 

In 1759 Adam Sasilh published his ‘ Theory of Moral 
Sentiments’; and in a letter which Hume wrote to him 
from London, there is the same generous appreciation of 
merit, and the same humorous pleasantry, as in his letter 
to Robertson about his History. lie remained in London 
for nearly a year, taking up his quartern at Lisle Street, 
Leicester lields. 'Ihere he made almost no friends, 
Edmund Ilurko — whose book ‘On the Sublime and 
Beautiful’ interested him — being perhaps the only one. 

In November 1759 lie returned to Edinburgh, whero 
he tool^a house in “Jack’s Land,” in the Canongate, 
and began to revise and recast the earlier volumes of his 
History. He leant y o w somewhat more, especially in 
hifriedbunt of the Stewarts, to the Tory view of things; 
very much as in the later editions of This 1 Essays ’ his 
youthful democratic sympathies wore lessened, and gradu- 
afly suppressed. He interested himself at this time also 
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in the controversy, originated by MaSpherson (176®), 
about Ossian’s poems, inclining at first, to believe • in 
their authenticity, and then characteristically efcbodying 
his doubts in an Essay on the subject. 

In 1761 he first became acquainted, through corre¬ 
spondence, with Madame dc Boufllers, a prominent figure 
in Parisian society, who afterwards introduced him to the 
brilliant literary circle of the French capital. She had 
been charmed by his history of the Stewarts, which she 
characterised in a letter as “ un icn-a fccumhc de moral 
ot d’instructions.” In reply to her, Hume complains that 
“the spirit of faction which prevails in this country, 
and which is a natural attendant on civil liberty, carries 
everything to extremes on one side or on the other.” 
Madame dc Boufllers invited him to Paris, and he 
expressed his hope of accepting tiff- invitation. About 
tho same time he became indireetlj acquainted with 
one to whom his subsequent relations were, unfortu¬ 
nately, more dose than satisfactory—viz., dean Jacques 
Rousseau. Exiled for his opinions, this curious com¬ 
pound of originality and madness, of brilliance and of 
vanity, of subtle insight and of overweening conceit, 
made the acquaintance of the Earl Marischal of Scotland, 
also in exile beeauso of his share in the rebellion of 
1745, and then (lovernor of Xeufehatel. The Earl 
Marischal advised Kousseau to' go to England, and 
urged Hume to befriend him. Madame de Boufllers 
did the same — characterising him, however, as “ un 
hommo singulior.” Acting on their advice agd his Wn 
generous impulses, Ilumo wrote to Rousseau, inviting 
him to come over. The upshot of their correspondence 
wo shall immediately see. « 
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In-1761, Dr "Campbell, a PresbyteAm divine in 
Aberdcefc,' published a sermon oriticisii^f Hume’s view 
of miraclfe. This was afterwards expanded into his 
‘ Stiggertation on Miracles.’ As a philosophical per¬ 
formance, its merit is not great; but the testimony 
which his opponent bore to Hume, as a man and ns a 
controversialist, is noteworthy. It corroborates what 
Lord Charlemont said, that lie “ never failed, in the midst 
of any controversy, to give its due praise to everything 
tolerable that was either said or written against him.” 
Dr Campbell wrote to him thus (dune 1702), in answer 
apparently to a letter from Hume : “ Ever since I was 
acquainted with your works, your talents as a writer 
have, notwithstanding some differences in abstract prin¬ 
ciples, extorted from me the highest veneration, lint I 
could scarce have tllWught that, in spite of differences 
of a more interesting nature, even such as regard morals 
and religion, you could ever for# me to love and honour 
you os a man. Yet no religious prejudices, as you would 
probably term them, can hinder me from doing justice, to 
that goodness and candour which appear in every lino 
of your letter.” In the same connection, although it 
belongs to the following year, the testimony l»orno to 
Htimo by his chief philosophical opponent in Scotland, 
Thomas livid, also of Aberdeen, may be quoted, as both 
Campbeft and lieid show a remarkable difference, in 
temper and in appreciation, to his English ecclesiastical 
antagonists, Warburtm, Hurd, Ac. lieid wrote from 
Kilims College*. Aliordeen, in March lf|63 

“ I* attempting to throw some new light upon these 
abstruse subjects, I wish to preserve the due mean betwixt 
confidence and despair. But wfiether I have ajiy success in 
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this attempt or\not, I shall always avo# myself your dis¬ 
ciple in metaplmics. I have learned more from jour writ-, 
ings in this kind, than from all others put together. . . . 
Your friendly adversaries, Drs Campbell and Gerard, as well 
as Dr Gregory, return their compliments to you respectMf^. 
A little philosophical society here, of which all the three are 
members, is much indebted to you for its entertainment 
Your company would, although we are all good Christians, 
be more acceptable than that of St Athanasius; and since 
we cannot have you upon the bench, you are brought oftener 
than any other man to the bar, accused and defended with 
great zeal, but without bitterness.” •* 


In May 1762 ho removed from the house in the 
Canongate to James’s Court, in the Lawnmarket,—one of 
the many closed courts in that miscellaneous pile of 
seventeenth-century houses, whiej^ were built on the 
ridge leading down from the Castle to Holyrood. A 
loch—the Nor" Loch — lay below; and the whole of 
the country beyond, where the new town of Edin¬ 
burgh now stands, consisted of open fields, woodlands, 
or heath. Humo’s house 1 was three storeys up the 
western staircase, which fronted a stranger entering 
James’s Court from the High Street. Hero he continued 
the revision of his History, removing from it what he 
considered the “plaguy prejudices of Whiggism.” He 
tells Gilbert Elliot of Minto (Mqrch 1763) tha^ he had 
come to justify James I.’s imposition of taxes without 
the consent of Parliament, and his persecution of the 

Puritans; that he defended Charles I. for acqpting 
• % * 

1 Writing from Purls, January 1764, ha called It “a very pretty 
Uttle house, repaired and furnished to my fancy.” 
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PARIS AND LONDON. 

After tho Treaty of Paris was ratified in 1763, the 
Marquis of Hertford became English Ambassador to 
Franco ; and a curious bit of fortune awaited Ilume. 
Tho Marquis had no personal knowledge of him, but 
wroto offering him the post of Secretary to the Embassy. 
It must have been owing to the reputation for admin¬ 
istrative power which llunio had acquired under General 
St Clair—especially at Turin—that lie obtained this 
unsolicited appointment; probably also from the impres¬ 
sion which his 1 Essays ’ and his ‘ History ’ were slow¬ 
ly making, anil from his own personal character. Ho 
wroto to Oswald of Ihnmikicr that it seemed to him 
“ almost incomprehensible how it should happen that 
ho, a philosopher, a man of letters, nowise a courtier, of 
tho most independent spirit, who' has given offence to 
every sect and every party,’’ should be offered such a post. 

At first he declined the offer, but afterwards accepted it. 
In September 1763 he told Adam Smith that he trad 
“ struck root so heartily ” in Scotland, that it was “ \yth 
tho utmost difficulty that ho could think of transporting 
himself.” I^e “ repined at the loss of his ease and 
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# Insure, retirement and independence.’y Nevertheless, 
in the same month he wrote to Dr Ca/yle of Invercsk 
that Parja, wa#. “ the jilaee he had always admired the 
most.” In accepting the office, Hume doubtless saw 
that he would have a fresh opportunity of enlarging the 
circle of his experience, as well ns of adding to his for¬ 
tune. Lord Hertford was a man of rare integrity and 
nobleness of nature, with a keen eye for genuine merit,— 
a pious, but not an austere man, — who could appreciate 
characters unlike his own, and who admired and 
esteemed Hume for his many admirable and estimable 
qualities. Even before he reached Paris, Lord Klihunk 
wrote thus to Hume,—“No author ever yet attained to 
that degree of reputation in his own lifetime as you are 
now in possession of at Paris;” and six months earlier, 
Andrew Stewart s^l to Sir William Johnstone, that 
in most Parisian houses the first question addressed to 
an Englishman was, “Do you know Mr Hume?" 

As soon as ho arrived in the gay metropolis, he was un¬ 
fortunate in receiving as much of the incense of flattery 
ns would have turned the head of a man less wise. His 


‘Essays’ had been translated into French, and several 
of the French 1 philosophes’—HelvetiuH and D’Alem¬ 
bert—had corresponded with him ; but the excess of 
adulation he received Vm his arrival was a short mad¬ 


ness in«Paris. Literary men, the noble*, the Indies, the 
Dauphin and his children, vied with each other in ad¬ 
ministering it; and Hume wrote thus to his friends. 
To «Adom Smith (in October)-—“ During two days at 
Fontainebleau'I have suffered (the expression is not 
improper) as much flattery as almost any man has ever 
done in tho'same lime;” W> - Adam Ferguson (in No- 
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vember)—speaking of the first period #f his sojoiynar-. 
“ I am convinced that Louis XIY. never, in $ny three 
weeks of his lire, suffered sfl milch flattery.*” and to 
Dr Robertson (in December)—“ I eat nothing but am¬ 
brosia, drink nothing but nectar, breathe nothing Dut 
incense, and tread on nothing but flowers.” The neplus 
ultra of artificial French adulation was reached when 
he was feted by the Dauphin at Versailles, who put up 
his three children, aged respectively nine, eight, and 
six years, to recite prepared speeches in his praise; anc]^ 
these three children were afterwards Louis XVI., Louis 
XVIII., and Charles X., Kings of Franco. The boy of 
six, poor child, forgot his part, and only mumbled out 
some broken words of compliment. 

Amid these artificial flatteries, it must be admitted that, 
while Ilumo occasionally longed for Vames’s Court, and for 
what ho called the “ plain roughness of the Poker ” (which 
was a literary club in Edinburgh'), the tone and temper 
of Parisian society suited him gxactly. More promi¬ 
nently then, perhaps, than at any previous time in its his¬ 
tory, many elements met in Paris, that were nowhere else 
combined in the same way,—learning and luxury, en¬ 
thusiasm and frivolity, brilliance and shallowness, spark¬ 
ling wit, and generosity allied to a relaxed moral code. 

1 So named from its services in stirring up tho mental energies of 
its member*. Instituted in 1702, it lasted till 1784. The name was 
suggested by Adam Ferguson, in the hope that it might be "an 
enigma to the public. ” Rolwrtson and Blair, as well as Hume, were 
member*. In the ' Autobiography ’ of Cdtlylc of Invercsk^there la 
an account of this Poker Cluk “Andrew Crosbie, advocate, waa 
choeen Assassin to the club, in case any officer of that qgrt should be 
needed ; but l)avid Hume was added as his assessor, without whose 
consent nothing should be done—so that between pluvmd minus there 
waa likely to be no bloodshed.' t 
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lUnp, as it haa»hpen happily described, / “huge over- 
ehanging.Yanity Fair." But it was a fjociety in which 
distinguished iSsn of Jotters moved frdtly, and hold an 
honoured place amongst the social aristocracy. Hume 
was everywhere liked, everywhere /Wed, everywhere 
made a hero of ; and lie did not dislike the lion-hunting 
tendencies of the metrojxilis, and of Fontainebleau—as 
Descartes did—although he tolls us that tho “ luxury 
and dissipation attending it gave him more pain than 
.jjleasure.” 

After tho first fit of extravagance was past, he writes 
that ho “ fell into friemlsliips which were very agree¬ 
able.” He found the society of the men of letters in 
Franco most congenial, — “ all of them men of tho 
world, living in entire, or almost entire, harmony among 
themselves, and <|tii f * irreproachable in their morals.” 
At the same time he wrote to Baron Mure (.June 1764), 
in reference to his manner of life j n Paris: “All things 
appear so much alike,jhat I am afraid of falling into 
total stoicism, and indifference about everything; ’’ and to 
Dr Blair, in 1705, lie went so far as t<» say that the adula¬ 
tions of the french were agreeable “neither in expecta¬ 
tion, promise, nor recollection ; and again, speaking of 
the Dauphin, lie said “that prince would be the lietterof 
being roasted sometimes in the /Vor.” The probable 
explanation of these seeming inconsistencies is that ho 
liked the flattery for a time; but that it liecamo (as it 
could not fail to bjeome) insipid to him afterwards, 
and* hk knew that 
an excellejit place 1 
he said to Blair, “ 
of old agk.”* 


__ ’ thought Paris 

r ° r WAt+uit* 

notJIT8cef fo~a^iteOJor jjftfTiMli 
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As to the Secretaryship, he was at fiqst in an awjn^rd 
position, Th\ salary attached to the office \jas £1200 
a-year; hut wllbn Hume agreed j;o go tver tQ Paris and 
undertake its duties, it was not really vacant. It hjyi 
heen given to a Mr Burnby, before Lord Hereford 
accepted the Embassy. Ho was an incapablo Secretary, 
and Lord Hertford would not employ him; but, living 
in London, he drew the salary of the ofiiee, while Hume 
did the work. It was a rather scandalous affair; and, 
as a compensation, the King granted to Hume a tem- # 
potary pension of £200, with a promise of the Secretary¬ 
ship in due time. He was somewhat indignant at 
tho delay in obtaining it ; and perhaps the sense of 
former disappointments galled him, for he wrote to Sir 
Gilbert Elliot (March 17G0): “I have been accustomed 
to meet with nothing but insult%»and indignities from 
my native country; but if it continues so, ‘ingrata 
patria, no ossa ipiidem habebis.’ ” Again, writing to Dr 
Muir (April 1701), his chagrin ^ound expression in tho 
statement: “The taste for literature is neither decayed 
nor depressed here, as it is with the barbarians who 
inhabit the banks of the Thames.” He greatly preferred 
the society of Paris and the French men of letters, with 
their vivacity and kindliness, their rspr// and generosity, 
to the colder temperament of Englishmen, and especially 
of Londoners. 

Hume’s dislike to England and the English was due 
to tho idiosyncrasy of his own temperament. He 
would not, or at least did not, meet Englishmen frankly, 
either at the chibs or in general society; and.it must be 
admitted that socially he was to a great extent provincial 
He was both restrained r»^d constrained in the literary 
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•odfetyof London, and he disliked it It would be wrong 
to say tha^ the refinements of the South 4ere distasteful 
to him ; but pefhaps ity special tone of ‘’mind and man¬ 
ners, its grace, delicacy, and reserve, were alien to him, 
and lie found more to his taste in the French itlximlotu 1 
In addition to this, there is little doubt tiiat his anti|>athy 
to the English was partly due to his extreme sensitive¬ 
ness as a literary man, and his chagrin that the English 
had not appreciated his work more thoroughly, either as 
^jihilosopher or a historian. Ilis early diagnosis of his 
own predominating weakness—his “passion for literary 
fame”—was most accurate; and Ins craving for recog¬ 
nition ns a man of letters not being gratified in England, 
he was biassed against the nation as a whole. 

This unfortunate weakness had a bad eHcct on Hume. 
It blinded his eye to t^e i xecllcnoos of many of his con¬ 
temporaries, and jaundiced his judgments both of parties 
and of individuals. It was not due to envy. lie was 
not the victim of jealousy, but lie was intensely covetous 
of fame, and unhappy in the want of it. 'When he 
published his ‘Treatise’ at twenty - five, be said lie 
would accept the judgment of the public, and strive to 
learn from it. That was scarcely his real attitude, how 
ever, even then ; and a- the years pas-ed, bis thirst for 
recognition grew strongfu-. lie could not wait for the 
judgment of the future, 

1 It is somewhat cm ion*. in i munition with the, tli.it »hen advis¬ 
ing his brother where to send Ins eldest Imy to wheel, he should have 
suggestedfoon ! "Ihave been making m<|uiries for some time,” hu 
sayt, “and, on tin?whole, I find Kton the best plane for the edurs 
tion ok youth* The only drawback he note,! was that “few Scots- 
■nog, wjio had ho4 on English education, have ever settled cordially in 
their own coufltry.” - - 

*P.—XL v 
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His receplion in France had tw® sides, ^aitaly 
welcomed in''a city which resembled Atheijp in noth¬ 
ing so much las in its taste for “ s8me new thing,” 
the applause which greeted him was a part of the tran¬ 
sient enthusiasm of the hour. A new philosophy was 
welcomed in Paris more readily and more rapidly than 
in England; but it came in for its share of the passing 
fashion, just as poodles did. Of course such men as 
D’Alembert, Diderot, and Turgot did not honour him 
because he happened to be the lion of the period; br^ 
in that gay metropolis—where the sensational philosophy 
of Locke had “ crossed the Channel ” (as Cousin put it) 
“on the light and brilliant wings of Voltaire’s imagina¬ 
tion”—the general welcome of Hume was but a tran¬ 
sient mania. He was himself too acute not to see this. 
He knew that his “reign” woulA pass, like a fashion in 
dress; and yet he was highly pleased with it while it 
lasted. It certainly widened his experience ; but it may 
be doubted whether, at this period of his career, he 
required widening so much as concentration. 

Sir Gilbert Elliot, who had asked him to look after his 
boys in Paris, wrote thus to him : “ Allow me, in friend¬ 
ship, to tell you, 1 think I see you at present upon the 
very brink of a precipice. One cannot too much clear their 
mind of nil little prejudices, but partiality to one’s coun¬ 
try is not a prejudice. Love the French as •much as 
you will, but, above all, continue still an Englishman.” 
Hume was specially kind to these Elliot boys; 1 but 

1 The younger of the two became a distinguished igember of Par¬ 
liament, was a candidate for the Speakership of the Commons, was 
employed in delicate diplomatic work, was Goremog-General gf India 
(1807 to 1814)^ and was creaVb^ Bari of Minto iu ISIS.' 
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their father’s ad wee eras thrown away upon him. Ho 
had no wiqji to be regarded as “ an Englishman " ! And 
although h* often longed for the ease of Edinburgh and 
*tljp humorous pleasantries of the Poker Club, ho “turned 
his back to Paris with regret.” In unconcealed bitter¬ 
ness ho replied to Elliot (Sept. 1764): “Can you seri¬ 
ously talk of my continuing an Englishman 1 Am I, or 
ure you, an Englishman? I am a citizen of tho world; 
but if I were to adopt any country, it would lx> that in 
w{»ich I live nt present.” Five years later lie thought 
very differently. 

In June 1765 lie was appointed to the office of Secre¬ 
tary to the Legation. Almost immediately afterwards, 
however, Lord Hertford was recalled from Paris, owing 
to a change of Mini-try at home. Coder the Rockingham 
Administration he became Lord Lieutenant of Ireland; 
and, in consei|uenre, Hume was left for sonic months 
tho sole Clnm/r il’Atfitiiu* at Pari-. These months of 
administrative work and le.-pon-ibility were much morn 
useful to him (and more honourable) than the previous 
ones, in which lie breathed the incense of miscellaneous 
flattery nil day long ; and Lord brougham, writing of 
them, 1 tells us that his despatches “showed a perfect 
familiarity with diplomatic modes and habits.” Lord 
Hertford—doubtless missing hi- old secretary—wished 
him to transfer his services to the viceregal office in 
Dublin, living anxious that they “might pass their lives 
together.” Hume did^not himself relish the notion of 
going#to* Ireland. He said it was “like stepping out 
of light intojlaAmess, to go from Paris to Dublin ami 
the proposed appointment was found to lie an impracti- 

1 Lire, of Von of Letters,' <5ic., in 8die of George iy., p. 226. 



84 


Hume. 


cable one, partly because of the dislike to the promotion 
of Scotsmen which was felt at headquarters jn London. 
Through the influence, however,.of the same.ever stead¬ 
fast friend (Lord Hertford), ho was offered the post -of" 
Usher of the Black Kod—on the whole a lucrative 
one—the duties of which were to be discharged by 
deputy. Hume, to his honour, declined tho nominal 
office, as “savouring of greediness and rapacity.” He 
disliked all sinecures. 

One incident of his life at Paris should not bo ov^"- 
looked. Colonel Kdmonstono wrote to him from Geneva 
asking his advice whether a young Mr V., who had 
become a clergyman, but had doubts as to some of 
tho Thirty-Nine Articles, should continue in his office. 
Hume’s advice was that he should “adhere to tho eccle¬ 
siastical profession.” lie hinted*that it was unnecessary 
and unusual to divulge to the masses of the unedu¬ 
cated all the convictions which an educated person had 
reached. He referred to the, ancient advice that the 
gods should he worshipped i dp-ip rroAtcov; and ns the 
ordinary duties of society demanded a certain amount of 
compromise, the clerical profession might only demand 
an extension of it. This is a |»sition to which 
the angular logical mind, on the one hand, and the 
ultra-scrupulous, on the other, will object. They do not 
see that no two minds put, or can put, the ’’Same in¬ 
terpretation on the common Articles; that absolute 
uniformity of conviction is inq^issihle in a mixed so¬ 
ciety; and that it has never existed, in fact, at hnp time 
in the Church. Doubtless tho principle of “compro¬ 
mise ” may be pushed too far ; but Hume unquestionably 
grasped tho principle te*. which all tho higher educa- 
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tional Vork of th*e country must be carried on. If the 
teacher arid tlio. taught do, not stand on ]>reciscly the 
.same level,’there must be adaptation and adjustment, as 
Well <is the use of symbol and parable. There was in 
this a forecasting of the principle of evolution in the 
development of the individual, if not in the race. 

Another point to he noted in connection with Hume's 
residence in France is his interesting discovery, in the 
Library of the Scots College, Laris, of tin* ‘Memoirs of 
King James II.,’ consisting of twelve or fourteen manu¬ 
script volumes, written out by the King himself, llumo 
made use of these manuscripts in altering his History. 
They were afterwards unfortunately burned during the 
French Revolution. Father (Jordon, of the Scots Col¬ 
lege, revised Hume’s History for him in the light of the 
MSS., and marked the passages- — they were not numerous 
—in which the King’s ‘ Memoirs' differed from them; 
and Hume took the King's own testimony as linal in 
reference to any matters of fact. 

In the year 1765, J. .1. Koue"ejjn came again upon 
the stage. It is useless to trace out the details of a 
career that was alternately mad and base. Voltaire 
called him the “chien do I liogcne," and foretold his 
treachery as early as 17< 4 1. Lady Hervoy wrote of him 
(July 1(7(5) as “an ungrateful malevolent madman," 
and compared Hume's bringing him to Kngland with 
Lord Hillsborough’s introduction of noxious animals 
into Ireland. At lit t Hume was greatly interested 
in Rousseau, t*nd likened him to Socrates ; 1 but pre¬ 
ferred. the former, Troth from his having “ the finest 

1 Tile parallel would have t>een morj exact if he hail been called a 
undent Antlsthenes, the “ inad Socrates." 
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physiognomy in the world, the most Expressive* e 8 im- 
tenance,” and also because he thought he'’had more 
genius than sic rates. He sodh discovered; however,. 

the capricious eccentricity of Rousseau. Imagining 
himself to be very infirm, ho was in reality one of 
tho robustest of men. In crossing the English Channel 
with Hume, the latter tolls us that Rousseau “passed 
ten hours in*the night-time above deck during the most 
severe weather, when all the seamen were almost frozen 
to death, and he caught no harm.” Hume was mosf 
loath to believe in his insincerity, and would never 
have turned from him merely because of his whimsies. 
Ho wrote to his brother (Feb. 17OG), Rousseau “is a 
very modest, mild, well-bred, gentle-spirited, and warm¬ 
hearted man as ever I knew in my life.” He described 
him as tiro “most singular man ui the world,” and said 
ho “loved him much”; but his eyes were gradually 
opened. 

After their arrival in England, Hume contrived, 
with great tact and kindliness, to get a retreat arranged 
for him at 'Wooten, near the Peak, in Derbyshire. 
But tho excessive vanity and disappointed ambition 
of Rousseau soon revealed themselves. He turned 
round upon his benefactor, and accused him of having 
conspired with Horace Walpole, and others, to ruin 
him. Rousseau’s actions were those of a monomaniac, 
a compound “of wickedness and madness,” as Hume 
put it to the Abbe lo Blanc (Aug. 1766). lie was 
mortified to find that he was not to become a hfto in 
England. Ho insisted on living tho life 8f a hermit, 
and yet ho was angr^ with the English o people for 
neglecting kirn in his seif-chosen hermitage His vao- % 
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ity-and pedantrj* always demanded some new kind of 
incense, %pd he was fiercely vindictive when he did 
not get the notoriety jie Sought. HuuId’s forbearance 
* towards him was really very great.' He was most re¬ 
luctant to publish the correspondence which revealed 
Rousseau’s malign spirit, 1 but he could not help himself; 
for, besides lunacy, there was duplicity. Xny, ho even 
came to seo that tho man he had so generously Ire- 
friended was less a madman than a*vain ingrate. 
JJousseau tried afterwards t<i make a slight apology ; 
but, without expressing sorrow, he attributed his con¬ 
duct when in England, to the inllueiice of onr foggy 
atmosphere! The two men were very different in 
temperament, and of necessity almost repellent in char¬ 
acter, although Hume at first did not know it. The 
good-natured, good-lnwmniml, genial Scot — who could 
always get on with any one who was not positively 
bad—had little in common with the vain, fiery, irri¬ 
table, pedantic, revengeful Frenchman, who carried 
with him “the pageant of a bleeding heart" wherever 
ho went in Europe. It was a curious thing, however, 
in Hume’s career, to have been twice brought into such 
close connection with madmen.to begin with the luna¬ 

tic Annandale, and to end with tin- maniac Kotisseuu. 

1 In the ‘Whitehall Evening Post’ (Sept. 6, 1766) it is said : 
“ Rousseau has written to a bookseller in this city that he is not 
ignorant of the formation of a party against him in England, of which 
Mr Hume is the chief; tyit he defies his adversary to publish their 
corregpoadence, as he has threatened, because it contain* sufficient 
to confound th^English philosopher.” Alas ! a month previously, 
Humg, whei^writing to Paris, was compelled in honesty to liken 
Rousseau to “the serpent nourished in the bosom of friendship,” and 
to sfAak of him as a “ deceitful ma^ " 0 
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SETTLEMENT IN EDINBURGH, AND CLOSING TEARS, 

In 1766, Hume went down to Scotland. While there 
he received an unexpected invitation from General Con¬ 
way to become Under-Secretary of State for Scotland. 
This office ho accepted, and held it for about a year. It 
is curious to think of Hume’s no^directing, to a certain 
oxtont, “the policy of the Home Office, in its communi¬ 
cations with the Church of Scotland,” especially after 
the attempt, on the part of a few Scotch ecclesiastics, to 
deal with him and his writings ten years before; and 
Mr Hill llurton evidently surmises that the King’s letter 
to the General Assembly of 1707 was written by him. 1 

I The following is part of that letter: "Convinced, as we are, of 
your prudence and firm resolution to concur in whatever may pro¬ 
mote the happiness of our subjects, it is innecessary for ua to recom¬ 
mend you to avoid contentious and (modifying debates, as well as to 
avoid everything that may tend to disturb that harmony and tran¬ 
quillity which is so essential in councils solely calculated for the 
suppression of every species of licentiousness, Irreligion, and vice. 
And a* wo have the firmest reliance on yoltr teal in the support of 
the Christian faith, as well as in the wisdom and prudence oMyour 
councils, we are thoroughly assured that they will bedijgcted to Rch 
purposes as may best tend to enforce a conscientious obeervanoftf all 
those duties which the true religion and laws of this kingdom nqpin, 
and on which the felicity of evh> individual 10 naentiaify depend}." 
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Of hi? work in tfie Home Office there is nothing special 
to record, except^his industry and exactness, along with 
_his uniform kindness khd good-nature, ifhic.h led many 
(Arson? to ask and to obtain favours from him. One ex¬ 
tract from his own account of his official life, ns sent to 
Dr Blair (in April 1767), may bo given :— 

“ My way of life here is very uniform, ami by no means 
disagreeable. I pass all the forenoon in Jlfc Secretary’s 
house, from ten till three, where there arrive from time to 
tine messengers that bring me all the secrets of the king¬ 
dom, and indeed of Eurojw, Asia, Africa, and America. I 
am seldom hurried, but have leisure at intervals to take up 
a book, or write a private letter, or converse with any frieud 
that may call for me ; and from dinner to bed-time is all 
my own. ... I only shall not regret when my duty is over, 
because to me the situation can lead to nothing—at least, in 
all probability ; and reading, and sauntering, and lounging, 
and dozing—which I call thinking—is mv supreme happi¬ 
ness,—I mean, my full contentment.” 

In the remarkable' ‘Collection of Autograph Letters 
and Historical Documents, formed by Mr Alfred Mor¬ 
rison between 1865 and 1882,’ vol. ii., there is a letter 
from David Hume to Lord Hertford, dated “I.isle St., 
Leicester Fields, Feb. 27, 1766,” in six ijuarto pages, 
giving a long, minute, pud singularly graphic account 
of the transactions of Parliament mi the Iirst day of its 
assembling that year. It was liefore the days of short¬ 
hand reporting; but Hume’s picture of parliamentary 
procedure is as vivid as our modem reports usttnlly are. 

He*was now^urged to resume and continue his His¬ 
tory, wad 1(98 offers of all the Marlborough papers for 
the purpose; but “ Cui bono t ” ho asks; “ why should I 
mlfango idleness, and sauntering and society^and expoeo 
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myself again to tlie clamours of a stupic£ factious public 1 
I am not yet tired of doing nothing, aij^ am become too 
wise either to Aiind censure or applause.” 

After lingering on in London, —he knew not why, 1 .—Iftj 
took a lease of one of the houses in Edinburgh belong¬ 
ing to Allan Ramsay, built on the sloping ground that 
descends from the Castle to the Nor’ Loch; but, on the 
advice of his friends, lie gave it up again. Urged by 
Madame de Boufllcrs to return to his favourite Paris— 
she even wrote saying she had taken two houses fcf 
him, one at the Temple, and another near the Bois de 
Boulogne—he resisted the temptation ; his sympathies 
now turning towards his old home in the Scottish 
capital. Even in August 17G5 he had written to Blair 
from Paris—“ My attachment to Edinburgh revives, as 
I turn my face toward it ; ” aniE in his ‘ Own Life ’ ho 
records—“ I returned to Edinburgh in 17G9 very opulent 
(for I possessed an income of .£1000 a-year), healthy, 
and, though somewhat stricken* in years, with tho pros¬ 
pect of enjoying long my ease, and of seeing the increase 
of my reputation.” Installed in his old house in James’s 
Court, he writes to Smith (August 17G9): “ I am glad to 
have come within sight of you, and to have a view of 
Kirkcaldy from my windows. 1 am tired of travelling, 
ns much as you ought naturally to he of staying at home. 
I therefore propose to you to come hither and pass some 
days with mo in this solitude. . . . There is no habi¬ 
tation on the island of Inchkeitk, otherwise I should 

• 

1 Ho write* from Park Place, London, to Dr BUir^ M^reh 1769): 
“I know not what detains me here, except that it is to me scatter 
of indifference where I lire; and I am amused with (poking *>n the 
scene, which rejlly begins to ^interesting." 
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challenge you to* meet me on that spot, and neither of 
us ever t« leave^ the .place till we were fully agreed on 
% all points Of contkiversy ! ” ; 

• *• may here give a brief retrosjiective glance at the 
four houses which Hume successively occupied in Edin¬ 
burgh. Where he lived in his college days, or during the 
subsequent winters sjient in Edinburgh liefore he first 
went to France, is unknown. In 1751, when he came in 
from Ninewells, he settled in Kiddle’s I-und, Lawn- 
'fnarket, the only one of the four houses occupied by 
him which still stands as it did in Hume’s day. It 
was there that lie lived when librarian of the Advocates’ 
Library. “In the first and smaller court of Kiddles 
Close . . . there is a lofty land, with a projecting turret 
stair, bearing the date 1720. . . . This lofty tenement 
derives an interest fiftm the fact of its having been 
the first residence of David Hume, as an independent 
householder, in Edinburgh.” 1 lie did not find it, how- 
over, quite so satisfactory an almdc as he pictured it in 
his amusing letter to ( 'lephunc. There lie began his 
History, and there lie wrote his ‘Political Discourses." 

Eight years afterwards, on returning from London, he 
settled in Jack’s Land, f’anongate, a house which Koliert 
Chambers, in his ‘Traditions of Edinburgh,’ thus de¬ 
scribes: “It is a plain, middle-aged fabric, of no par¬ 
ticular appearance, and without a single circumstance of 
a curious nature connected with it, besides the somewhat 
odd one that the conUnuator of the ‘History,’ Smollett, 
livetPsome tirnp, in his sister’s house, precisely opposite.” 2 
1 Daniel Vr llson’s Memorials of Edinburgh in the Olden Time, 

p. iej 

’Robert tbamben’s Tradition) ♦►Edinburgh, p. 69 . See *l«o 
Won's Memorials. 
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In May 1762 he removed from tKe Canongate* to 
James’s Court, almost opposite his old jjouse in Kiddle’s 
Land. In one^f his letters to the Countess d6 Boufflers, 
written from this house in February 1767, he tell$ her 
that he had purchased it “five or six years ago”; that 
on one occasion, when he was leaving Paris, he had given 
instructions to have it sold; that, by mere accident, his 
letter was never posted; and that on his return to Paris 
ho retained the letter, as he thought it better to keep 
the house as a private retreat. 1 Daniel Wilson thus de-* 
scribes James’s Court, in his 1 Memorials of Edinburgh’: 
“ Entering by a narrow alley' which pierces the lino of 
lofty houses along the I.awnmarket, the visitor finds 
himself in a large remit, surrounded by high and sub¬ 
stantial buildings.lames’s Court was erected 

by a wealthy eiti/en in 1727, on the site of various 
ancient (doses.” Unswell, the friend and biographer 
of Johnson, became the tenant of Hume’s house in 
James's Court, when the hitler removed to St David 
Street; and there he received the lexicographer—the 
“great brute,” as Mrs Boswell used to call him—tlio 
rough literary dictator of the South. It is said that 
when some mutual friend offered to introduce Hume 
to Johnson, the inva mnjnr roared out, “No, sir!” 
This house, once Hume's property, and where he received 
many of his friends, was destroyed bv fire in 1858. On 
its site are erected a Savings Bank, and the offices of 
the Freo Church. In Hume’s time the Nor’ Loch was 
directly underneath his house, with gardens along its 
margin; and there must have been a very^fftHgsi Scent 
view to the north, over the spneo now covered by the 
1 Sweliis Private Corre-ipomtence, pp. 231, 212. 
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•Nffcr Town, to tttfe Firth of Forth anil the Fifoahiro hills 
beyond. 

The fourth anil last, house Hume occupied in Eilin- 
4»urgh he built for himself, and entered it in 1769. 
It was the first house in St David Street, on the east 
side, as you go towunla Princes Street from St Andrew 
Square; and, oddly enough, tlie street was named after 
him —the name “Saint David ’’ having heen chalked on 
the wall of his house by a daughter of Huron Ord, in 
girlish frolic, probably, so far as she was concerned, or on 
the principle of /«<•«,< << mw /a.vedo. 1 When his servant 
complained to her master, thinking the act most disre¬ 
spectful, he replied, “ Never mind, lassie ; many a bettor 
man has boon made a saint of before." There, in St 
David Street, he passed the six remaining years of his 
life, the central figure* in the literary society of Kdin- 
btirgh—and a remarkable society in many respects it 
was. Smith, Ferguson, Flair, <;ilb«*:t Kllint, F.dmon- 
stone, Lord Karnes, Ma<^ien/ic, Alexander \Vedderhtirn, a 
Mrs Cock 1mm, and nmn\ other**, made uj» to liim for the 
loss of the hrilliant wits «»f Paris, by the knowledge, and 
the gonial-heartednes>, the learning, the culture, and tlio 
bonhomie of the Scottish capital/ 1 He was admired by 

1 Cwlyle of Invere**k afliftns that it was llniiir himself who con 
trived ai^l executed this, “ with the aid of Miss Nancy Onl, one of 
the Chief-Baron’s daughters.*' lie sa\s, “ They got a workman early 
one morning to paint on the corner stone, St David’s Street," (Au¬ 
tobiography, p. 276.) 

* Afterward* Lord I/OUgltU>r«>ugh, first Karl of Itondjii. 

• 8* Walter Scott’s opinion of the group is given in *(»n> Man 
ncring.’ cl mp r j^ ni.: “ A circle never closed against strangers of sense 
and iillUhuaUon, and which lias jK-rhaps at no period been equalled, 
considering theedepth and variety of talent which it embracesl and 



94 


Hurne. 


most men, was curious to the eye of others (frqjn Jiis 
career in Franco and England), was sympathised with 
by many from his political view^ but V?as also attacked 
more fiercely ilian before for some of his opinions. 
Lesser men, such as Beattie, were more bitter against 
him than his powerful antagonist Reid had been. It 
was a curious time, when the ‘ Essay on Truth ’ was 
hailed as on answer to the ‘Treatise’ and ‘Essays'of 
Hume ; and when its author was honoured with a Crown 
pension, and an allegorical portrait of himself by Rey-,, 
nolds, into which an angel was brought, driving out 
Hume and Voltaire 

Adam Smith’s testimony to his friend is well known, 
llo spoke of his admirable temper, his frugality, Iris 
constant nliability, and said: “1’pon the whole, I have 
always considered him, both in hi lifetime and since his 
death, as approaching as nearly to the idea of a [terfectly 
wise and virtuous man as perhaps the nature of human 
frailty will permit.” Blair's testimony was the santo. His 
relations to the more eminent clergy of his time were 
most friendly. It was, of course, the era of a dominant 
“ moderatism" ; hut that term lias now lost the stigma of 
a nickname, and become an epithet of honour. His 
literary opponents such as Boswell, the biographer of 
Johnson speak of his charity and lienevolence. With 
his friend Henry Home (Lord Karnes), his only differ¬ 
ence referred to their respective sidling of their common 
names, and their lvsjwetive tastes for claret and for port 

Ilis correspondence during these closing year^ had 
the old characteristic features. It was fuihgjj^geniality, 
hut also full of prejudice. A’.;/., in writing toTtlsliop 
Douglas--(July 1770 )---m* that time the Rev. l)r Doug; 
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l»8,'dCvion of Stf’aul’s, London, about certain papers of 
Lord Clarjndon’g which had fallen into Douglas’s hands, 
bearing on an diftged Fjencn pension toeing Charles of 
'iiro million francs, he states that it was vfell known that 
King* James “entertained a silly notion which many Pro¬ 
testants had adopted of reconciling the two Churches ” 
(the Roman and Protestant) “ by mutual concessions.’’ 
Hume adds : “ lie must have been very blind if ho hod 
not seen that the Puritans were much more dangerous 
enemies than the Catholics.” 1 

In 1771 wc find him varying his life in Edinburgh 
by a visit to Inverary. In a curious book—‘Illustra¬ 
tions of the Literary History of the Eighteenth Century,’ 
by John Nichols—then 1 is the following jotting in vol. 
L, under “ Biographical Anecdotes of Daniel Wray, 
Esq.”: “15 Oclohr.- Have you heard of the Congress 
at Inverary 1 Though fifty lads were made, they were 
so crowded that even David lltune, for all bis great 
figure as a Philosopher and Historian, or his greater as 
a fat man, was obligee) to make one of three in a room.” 

In 1775, feeling bis health failing, he made liis will, 
and wrote the autobiography, from which so many sen¬ 
tences have been quoted. While lie left most of his 
property (.£6000) to his brother, sister, and nephews, ho 
left sums of money tT> Adam Smith, Ferguson, and 
D’Alemoert, and appointed .Smith his literary executor, 
instructing him to publish his 1 Dialogues on Natural 
Religion.’ He also left money for the building of a 
bridgp over the Whitaddcr at Chirnside— on the con¬ 
dition, thjt’wf stones fojr the building should be taken 

from ’tlie quarry at Ninewells,—and for the ... 

1 From a MH ; in tins BfttUli Museum. 
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a modest monument to himself on the Calton pill at 
Edinburgh. In the autobiography he said: “ Were I 
to name the period of my'lif^ whicii I should most 
choose to pass Iver again, I might be tempted to point 
this latter period. But I consider that a man of sixty- 
five, by dying, cuts off only a few years of infirmities. 
... It is difficult to be more detached from life than I 
am at present.” Ho was induced to take a journey to 
Bath, to try the effect of the mineral waters, and the 
change. Ho went by Morpeth. There he met Ad^m 
Smith, and John Homo (his relative). The latter re¬ 
turned with him to London, accompanying him after¬ 
wards to Bath ; where ho wrote an interesting record of 
the journey, and their conversation. He tells us that 
Hume had purchased some ground on the Calton Hill, 
Edinburgh, for a burial-place, ivul that ho wished the 
inscription on his tomb to bo merely “David Hume.” 
The Bath waters did him little good. The following is 
from an unpublished letter 1 to Mr Crawford, dated 
Bath, Juno 15, 1770 :— 

“ I should have been very happy in your company here, 
and to have improved you (and myself nt the same time) in 
health, in philosophy, ami in whist; but I leave this place 
in a few days, as the waters do me no service, and all the com¬ 
pany are gone or going. . . . The t/ue cause of my distemper 
is now discovered. It lies in my liver. . . . Tliej tell me 
that motion and exercise are my lrest remedies. I shall put 
the recipe in practice. Thu same remedy would cure you. 
Will you meet me positively, and as a man of honour, this 
day month—the 16th July—at Coventry, the most central 
town in England ? and let us wander during the autumn' 
throughout every comer of that kingdom and of tu„ Pxinci- 


> MSS. itnOe British Museum. 
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ptiity of Wale*. JTou will find me in a* good spirit* a* ever 
you knew me, if not better, and resolute to set all the doctor* 
at defianc« We t may quarrel sometimes, but shall never 
tire of each "other. * 1 shall not travel above two, or at most 
."Jiiree, stages a-dny, which will be an admirable trial of your 
patience.” 

Re returned to Edinburgh, gathered his more intimate 
friends together for a last social evening, and wrote thus 
to his brother: “ Pear Brother,—Dr Illnek tells mo 
plainly, like a man of sense, that I shall die soon, which 
was no disagreeable news to me.” Smith informs us that 
he spoke chee'rfully of his end, and yet without a “ parade 
of magnanimity.” lie showed no impatience or ipieru- 
lousnesa Others—such as l>rs Cullen and Black—bear 
similar testimony, lie died on the 25th August 1776, 
and was buried in the syot he had selected on the Calton 
Hill A vast crowd—some of whom were drawn by sym¬ 
pathy, and some by curiosity — witnessed the funeral. 
On his well-known tomb arc inserilied the words: 
“David Hume,— horn April 20th 1711, died August 
25th 1776. Erected in memory of him, in 177H." 

Those who differ most widely from the philosophy of 
Hume cannot fail to appreciate much in the character of 
the man. His life showed a consistent course of self-com¬ 
mand. His passions were kept under the steady control 
of the raa-son. He was .habitually generous, direct, and 
open ns the day, with no twist in his nature, and with 
nothing servile. He may be truly described ns a man 
“without dissimulation,” — which is more than can 
be saul of soj>>e of his opponents,—as a man of high 
integrity and candour. His intellectual honesty showed 
itself in his love of all that conjd be verified, and in his 

—xi. * o 
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hatred of what seemed to him to be unrealities. If he 
had no Celtic enthusiasm, he had in compensation the 
sunny Saxon temperament and if jjpver radiant, he 
was usually sejene and eheerftfl. He had an almost, 
equal appreciation of the Stoic and the Epicurean .vie#* 
of life; but it was towards the latter that his sympathies 
practically tended. Unaffected, easy-minded, bright, and 
sociable, but also eminently secular, we find no trace 
in him of introspection, or of the seriousness and moral 
thoughtfulness that attend it. He had a clear head, 
and a generous heart—add to this the absence of jealousy* 
that common failing of literary circles and coteries; but 
he lacked the elevation and the nobleness that are usually 
associated with the philosophy of idealism. He had a 
singularly keen intellect; hut his intellectual vision was 
singularly limited. That “ inward eye,” which discerns 
the unity of things beneath their manifoldness—which 
sees a rational meaning in the universo hid behind its 
symbols—was not his. If we associate with this limita¬ 
tion of view his excessive sensitiveness to literary repu¬ 
tation, his admitted ambition, and his undoubted relish 
for flattery, wo see how his character and his philosophy 
acted and reacted on each other. 

One thing more may be noted before we pass to an 
examination of the philosophy. It is the genial ac¬ 
quiescence of his temperament, and his prefejence for 
those obvious conclusions that could be reached without 
any effort of speculation. He really cared more for an 
undisturbed life, and the enjoyAent of literary leisure, 
than for the arduous work of system-bqdding. ffn his 
practical attitude of mind he was at one wnlTtbai'rench 
Encyclopedists, although the result differ^! widely in 



Pasj* |o4 at EdinbosfhJ It showed itself in Home’s 
esse, for example, & hi* conformity to religious prac¬ 
tices—for ‘which Ae has bfctn so severely condemned by 
•ffi oee who have jhdged ram by another standard. But, 
whatever his faults may hare been, Hume was genuine 
to the core; and ho neither sat in the seat of the scornful, 
nor pretended to be what he was not. If speculative 
philosophers of more religious temperament—if Spinoza 
and Kant, for example —did not conform as he did, 

it was from a radical difference in character. Hume 
* . 

liked to btr in practical sympathy with his fellow-crea¬ 
tures. Intellectually isolated, ho wished to be associated 
with them os far os possible in common acts and observ¬ 
ances. In this he was moro like the leaders of the 
later Academy in Homo than any of the modems. He 
had come to believe tht^ the fabric of knowledge raised 
by the human understanding had no satisfactory basis; 
that the intellectual structures reared by his predecessors 
were built of inadequate materials, and with insufficient 
masonry. However, having “said his say” to his con¬ 
temporaries, he had no wish to spend the rest of his life 
in incessant protest and the turmoil of debate; and as 
he grew older, he was increasingly indulgent towards 
the builders of those Bystems that seemed erroneous, or 
even fantastic to his (!ye. He was tolerant towards 
all but' the extremest "fanatics. Ho believed in the 
necessity of compromise, and saw clearly that if one 
who happened to differ from his neighbour in pb.il- 
osojdy, or religion, or politics, thought it his first duty 
to p roclaim Jfeat difference as from the housetop, and 
to emphasise it in season and out of season, the world 
WBa W speedily become a mere •bear-garden. 
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In the same connection it may be femembered that, 
-when asked by Colonel Edmonstone if one Height enter 
the clerical profession, without Jrelieviflg in every detail 
of the Article# formulated in the Church’s creed, hia^> 
reply was in keeping with the whole strain of his phil¬ 
osophy. He has been much blamed for that reply, but 
it should be remembered that it was simply a practical 
application of his ruling principle of compromise. And 
in justice to the man, whether we agree with him or 
not, we should remember that Hume held that a plyl. 
osopher might havo an esoteric of his own, which he 
left behind him in his retreat, when ho talked exoteri- 
cally with the masses of mankind. He even claimed 
“ to speak with the vulgar, while ho thought with the 
learned.’’ In every attempt to estimate the man, and his 
system, this should be remembered. 

It is clear that Hume thought he had detected the 
illusions on which ordinary belief reposes; but as people 
around him believed (or seome^to believe) the illusions, 
he thought that he should, at least, “ live, and talk, and 
act like other people,” although ho could not think with 
them. Tho philosophical doctrines of the ‘ Treatise ’ cut 
him off intellectually from tho great mass of his con¬ 
temporaries ; but his temperament was too sympathetic 
to permit him to acquiesce hr any practical chasm 
between him and them, and ho thought those people very 
foolish who becamo “martyrs by mistake.” He there¬ 
fore made a compromise of his philosophy in practice; 
but the fact that ho could not cany it out, or*ajgily it 
consistently in common life, is one of the thjfig* that 
suggest the existence of a hidden flaw alymt its spoon- . 
lative root. 



SECTION B.—HUME’S PHILOSOPHY. 


CHAPTER I. 

Hume's predecessors, axd his philosophical 

INHERITANCE. 

Hume’s special significance in the history of philosophy 
is due to the way in which he pierced to tho core of 
the problems, which his predecessors had dealt with 
less profoundly. In this respect his work was unique 
and monumental. Threo generations had lived in 
England since Bacon inaugurated a new method of 
experimental research, and elaborated the laws of in¬ 
ductive science. All were influenced, more or less, 
by his realistic spirit; .and during that whole period, 
the attitude of the English mind toward the ultimate 
problems connected with Man and Nature was in the 
main Baconian. The British philosophy of Experience 
culminated, however, not in Bacon, nor in Locke, but 
in Hftne ; who saw, with more clearness than any who 
had geM?* before him, both the basis on which that 
jedts, and its inevij^ble issue. 

Bosophy, all that is new was once eld; and all 
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that was old in time assumes new phases. In'orcler, 
therefore, to an adequate understanding of tlfe position 
and work of H^iime, wo must g<J hack, and briefly trace. 
the course of Europoan philosophy from its commence¬ 
ment under Descartes and Bacon. Far from being ir¬ 
relevant or superfluous in a little book on Hume, this 
glance at his predecessors will bring out the distinctive 
position and merit of the Scottish philosopher. 

Ancient philosophy had, for the most part, tried 
to explain the Universe objectively; that is to say, 
it had sought the origin of the Cosmos* 1 'the nature 
and ultimate cause of Existence, in some principle out- 
sido or beyond the knower. In the simple naturalism of 
the Ionic school, in the number and harmony of the 
Pythagoreans, in the pure being^of the Eleatics, in the 
everlasting movement or becoming of Heraclitus, in the 
moving force of Empedocles, in the atoms of Democ¬ 
ritus, in tho units of Anaxagoras, even in the idealism 
of Plato, and tho physics and Wtaphysics of Aristotle, 
wo have a long series of philosophic efforts to find the 
ultimate cause of things, in a sphere or principle ex¬ 
ternal to tho knower. Doubtless, in tho call to intro¬ 
spection by which Socrates liegan his intellectual re¬ 
form, in his glorification of the individual reason, as well 
ns in tho Stoic and Epicurean, teaching, wo h#ve sub¬ 
jective elements grafted on tho dominant objectivity of 
the ancient world; but in all its schools,— whether 
under the solar light of Greece, or the lunar reflection 
of that light in Italy,—the prevailing current of**pec- 
ul&tive thought tended steadily towards the*3tyective. 

The radical explanation f of things was so\ight in «ome 
phase or characteristic of the outward universe—naffer * 
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anything contributed by the knowing mind, or in the sell 
that kno#a Ii) keeping, with this, the fundamental 
• contrast of ancient philosophy—which assumed a vast 
variety of phases, but was invariably present in all the 
schools—was not the contrast between man the knower, 
and the objects which he knows; but it was the con¬ 
trast between appearance and essence, or the things 
that do appear and tilings in themselves—although 
the stress was laid, now on one, and again on another 
of the elements in the antithesis. 

Medievaf*philosophy was an intellectual movoment 
of a totally different kind. While separato threads of 
ancient wisdom survived, and permeated the schools of 
the Middle Age, the philosophy of the whole period— 
receiving important additions from Semitic sources and 
from Christianity—was, in the main, an applied theology. 
Its chief quest may be described as an effort (or a series 
of efforts) on the part of the finite to reach and to rest 
in the Infinite. But having reached it, by whatever 
process—ontological or traditional—all lesser articles of 
belief were evolved out of it. The conclusions come to 
as to the nature of man, and his relations to the world, 
were deduced from tho theological postulate on which 
everything else depended. The result was that the 
human mind took refuge for centuries within a circle of 
propositions in reference to tho Infinite, which were 
handed down mechanically from generation to genera¬ 
tion^ spd the rights ot the individual reason were crushed 
under the supremacy of tradition. Throughout the whole 
period)‘’tie human intellect —marvellously acute and 
at times super-subtle—worke^|n fetters, though without 
*t^nplaint; endeavouring to give rationality and con- 
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sistency to what it had received on authority. But*the 
effort to rationalise accepted data implied a constant re¬ 
examination of them from freshr points of view, which, 
by degrees undermined them. The very use of reason" - 
to defend a dogma was opposed to the credo ut intelli- 
gam, which had been tho watchword of the whole scho¬ 
lastic movement. 

In opposition to tho objectivity of ancient and the 
traditionalism of medieval thought, the starting-point 
of modom philosophy was essentially subjective; arid 
the prevailing contrast (drawn out in vflious ways, 
but emphasised in all the schools) was not, as in anti¬ 
quity, between substance and phenomena, or, as in 
medievalism, between tho dogma given on authority 
and tho opinion picked up by the individual—the fixed 
crodenda and the mutable belief—but between tho sub¬ 
jective attestations of consciousness, and tho objective 
realities attested by them, it begins with tho work of 
two remarkable men, liacon and* Descartes. 

Although the work of liacon was prior in date to that 
of Descartes, and although llume’s inheritance from the 
formor was more direct—and is therefore more easily 
traceable —than his relation to the latter, our survey of 
his predecessors may begin with tin.' work of Descartes. 
It is from him that modern philosophy takes its most 
distinctive rise ; and from him, ns from Soenitos in Greece, 
several streams of intluenco emanated— separate schools 
of thought, differing from each' other more widely, 
(as Cicero remarks of the Soc ratio schools) the fafther 
they removed from their source. The Cartesian in¬ 
fluence is traceable, not merely in the' idealism, of 
modem Europe — througn Spinoza, Leibniz, XhJ** 
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Ficftte, ' and Hegel —but also in the realistic features 
of the sohool which sprang from Bacon, and which, 
pudng through' Hobbes, gave rise to the e.\|>eriuicut- 
* ulisu) of Locke and Hume. The t^o latter were 
greatly influenced by Descartes. 

The Cartesian starting-jxiint was the self-consciousness 
of the individual, broadened out over the. whole area of 
subjective experience. All that clear and accurate self- 
consciousness attested —-whether pertaining to the 
hdbses and the intellect, or to the emotions and the 
will—was be accepted, and held as philosophically 
valid, simply because it was thus accredited. If it 
stood the tost of “clear and distinct” thought, it was 
borne witness to by an ultimate authority, by evi¬ 
dence beyond which we could not pass. As with 
Socrates a deeper w/Jt* than that of the Sophists had 
to precede the attainment of rational conviction, so with 
Descartes; suspense of mind was the necessary prologue 
to clear, because thoroughly scrutinised ami verified, 
knowledge. Doubt everything of which you can doubt, 
Descartes virtually said, exhaust the sphere of tho doubt¬ 
able, and by this process you will compicr doubt; you 
will escape from the world of illusion, and reach tho 
sphere of reality. Speaking in a metaphor, you will 
get to the rock which lies below the shifting sand ; 
because whatever remains clear and distinct in self- 
consciousness, after the utmost possible doubt, not only 
may, but must be accepted as true. 

Bui m what does this appeal to self-consciousness 
result t --When the whole sphere of the doubtable is 
traversed, and all that belongs to it is set aside or 
’■’traded, what is disclosed as trustworthy t Des- 
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cartes' answer in brief is this. There are two spheres 
to which real or substantial existence b^longs-athat, viz., 
of material extension, and that of immaterial thought. 
Together they exhaust reality. Every form of organised " 
existence is a phase of extended matter; similarly, every 
thought, feeling, and volition is a phase of immaterial 
unextended substance; and between the two there is 
an impassable chasm. They are not oidy different from 
each other, as outwardness .and inwardness differ re¬ 
spectively, but each is the opposite or negative of fhe 
other. Therefore they have nothing in comdttm. Neither 
of them can givo rise to the other, or even modify it. 
We cannot deduce matter from mind, or construe mind 
as an evolution of matter; nor can we unite the two 
by intellectually stopping across the chasm which, divides 
them. Over that chasm there is no plank, speculative 
or experiential; and no bridge can bo built across it by 
the reason, or discovered in experience. IIow then arc 
the two to bo connected 1 Tlfty can only bo united by 
a iertimn quid; and this to Descartes was the presence 
and tho interaction of the Infinite Substance—viz., God. 
By various ontological proofs, ho had demonstrated to 
himself the existence of a supreme cauea entwine/ and, 
being both infinite and eternal it was by its universal 
and omnipotent agency that thq conjunction of t ,the two 
realms of finite substance was brought about: in other 
words, the union of external nature and internal con¬ 
sciousness was accomplished by*a process of incessant 
underworking —a sort of everlasting occult miracle? 

Descartes did not work out this union. 'His suc¬ 
cessors in the Cartesiap, school did so. "To Descartes, 
matter in notion could not give rise to conscious*^*, 
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hot could mind in energy originate matter; but lie had 
no explanation o| the unign of the substances to offer, 
..except an arbitrary one. From the way in which he 
left the problem, however, it was inevitable that a 
school of materialism on the one hand, and a school 
of idealism on tho other, should 1 develop out of liis 
system. The former virtually said, “ the wliolo sphere 
of consciousness is due to the action and evolution of 
atomic particles." The latter said, “ tho objectivity of 
the material or outward sphere is a delusion: seem¬ 
ingly oxto^&l, it is in reality subjective from first to 
last.” 

The contrast between tin* objective and the subjec¬ 
tive— so clearly drawn by Descartes—passed on into the 
realistic schools of England and the Continent, and led 
the European mind to deal with each apart. More 
especially, it led those whose vocation it was to study 
Mature to deal with natural phenomena on mechanical 
principles, to be solvecf without calling in the aid of 
anything beyond themselves. The result has been to 
the great advantage of experimental physics and tho 
natural sciences. All the great discoveries in these de¬ 
partments, within the last two centuries, have been duo 
to the rigour with which extra-material powers or en¬ 
tities h#vo been excluded, and the entire realm of matter 
regarded ns an interconnected framework of law and 
order. 

•The philosophy of Descartes itself, however, was dual- 
**tic V) the core,—that is to say, it recognised a twofold 
walm of substance, mind and matter—the ego and the 
non-ego—end between them great gulf fixed ”; and 

ita^dualism gave equaf“ptbminence to each of the two 
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elements embraced within it It gave up the rdalm of 
matter to the most unfettered study by induction; it 
kept the realm of spirit for experimental sttfdy by self-, 
consciousness; find it united the two by. bringing in a ‘ 
theological concept, as an appendix to the philosophy— 
the synthesis of mind and matter being found in God. 

Tho Cartesians who succeeded Descartes sought in 
various ways to explain tho union of the two. Geulinx 
and Malebranche tried to account for it by supposing that, 
while mind could not act on matter nor matter on mind, 
the divine energy was exerted, on the oftasion of a 
movement in oithor realm. They held that this super¬ 
natural energy—bringing tho two together—explained 
our knowledge of material things, and the action of 
material things on us. The substantia exteiuxi and the 
substantia cog!tan# of Descartes', which had not been 
really united by him—but only attached by the casual 
agency of a Dens ex machinn —■wero thus united. The 
substantia external assumes a thousand different phases, 
which pass, and repass, and interchange. This is 
obvious even to an eye untutored by philosophy. But 
the point to be explained is, how tho substantia cogitatu 
attains to a knowledge of the former. Malebranche ex¬ 
plained it by supposing that cuch separate mind, im¬ 
bedded as it wero in tho Infinite, knows all, that it 
does know, in the Infinite, and through it. Hence the 
theory expressed in the aphorism, “Nous voyons tout 
en Dieu.” In this doctrine the daalism of Descartes is 
retained, and even intensified, hut its fundamental'diffi¬ 
culty is not solved. 1 

* s. 

1 ftriHnr linrni yitti n w jnli mtlni m Molotramtii la Its Mi ' 
toly of Ivoptqp Philosophy, atthOHh k ooMora neohos 
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' next stejbin th< evolution of European thought 
m taken by Spinoza, in whose system, however, the 
dualism (ft Descartes disappeared in a one-sided monism. 

• Spinoza stood more apart from the cuyent of contem¬ 
porary speculation than any other of the modems. He 
was less affected by his immediate predecessors, although 
his speculative work cannot be understood apart from that 
of Descartes; and he did not form a distinctive school 
of successors. He was dissatisfied with the Cartesian 
dgalism; but the goal of unity was reached by him, not 
(as by reqhst and idealist) through the suppression of 
one term, oflhe antithesis, hut by embracing botli, in the 
transcendent doctrine of tho unity of all things in God. 
In other words, ho took up the two finite substances of 
mind and matter in a unity which destroyed their dif¬ 
ferences, instead of nixing room for theso differences, 
and reconciling them. It was a return, in part, to tho 
Eleatic doctrine of the sot vav; but many Platonic, 
neo-Platonic, and medijv.il elements were grafted by 
8pinoza on the simple doctrine of Parmenides, and the 
result was wrought out by him in a wholly original 
manner. To the Eleatics, the phenomenal world in its 
manifoldness stood apart from that of pure Being, and 
was inexplicable by means of it. Reality did not belong 


dsreloped tilt Cartesian doctrine of selfconsciousueae, and baaed the 
ft priori dbnvictions of the reason on the inner etructure of that reason 
itealf. He caw more dearly than bis predecessors had done the rela¬ 
tion of Language to Thought,—he anticipated Hobbea In this,—and 
ex plained Onupmar as the science of the forme of thought He also 
diams MS the relation of sense-perception to the higher knowledge ob- 
tabled try reatoo. The latter, however, did not amount to a knowledge 
of tts nature of thing* In themselves, bat only of those intellectual 
fonaswUeh wgalati all our knowledge of existence.—See 'Arnold 
<h>^ >k*ilalaalliiiiiia ad OeetaffhaUsmaa,' by BdL Grimm. 
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to phenomena; they were mere show a*d illusion jTo 
Spinoza, on the other hand, all phenomena were em¬ 
braced within one supreme and solitary Subsfknce, and 
were the phasej under which it* disclosed itself. The ■ 
entire history of the cosmos, the whole series of evolutions 
through which phenomenal existence passed — when 
regarded, not as happening in time, but mb specie aster- 
nitaiis —were the outcome of a single underlying sub¬ 
stance, the revelation, not of a series of separate things, 
but of one solitary existence, self-subsisting, self-identical,, 
and self-contained. Did tho phenomena °!P universe 
disclose to us two finite substances (as Descartes had 
taught)—substances that were antithetic, reciprocal, and 
contrasted — they would for ever stand apart. They 
could not touch or interact. But thore was only one 
substance, and its attributes wcr<^ both mental and mate¬ 
rial, while they disclosed themselves to us under an 
infinite variety of diverso modes. Thus Spinoza reached 
unity, by sinking the two substances of Descartes in the 
abyss of tho Infinite. 

Spinoza’s conception of Nature, not as dead mechan¬ 
ism, but as living substance, was a gain to philosophy; 
but, while throwing out his doctrine of the unity of 
substance os a speculative guess, ho has nowhere given 
us the means of rising to the height, whence we can 
survey the universo mb specie • mtemitatis. To reach 
unity may be the goal of philosophy, but the goal moat 
be reached by a normal process of consistent thinking, 
and not by an arbitrary assumption made at starting. 
Now, to begin with, we have duality given us &. the 
conscious experience of a double set of phenomena, in 
mind and in matter. Spinoza asks us to reach unity 



S f construing the seseno| of both sett of phenomena u 
jone and the mom; and he does this by bringing in 
It terOum Quiqt distinct jfroih both, to which he affixes 
another name. His solution is as arbitrary as was that of 
Malebranche. There is no a priori necessity for sinking 
individual things, as he does, in the abyss of universal 
bring; and the individuality of individual things may 
be retained without surrendering the unity of the whole. 
In other words, the substances of mind and matter may 
Jie regarded as fundamentally distinct, or radically separ¬ 
ate; while they are at the same timo kindred in essence, 

' and correlated naturally, standing in no need of an ever¬ 
lasting miracle to bring about their correlation. Wo 
shall by-and-by see the bearing of Spinoza’s theory on 
the doctrine of Hume. 

Hume’s philosophical debt to Spinoza was, however, 
only remote and indirect, lie was much more directly 
indebted to the realistic teaching of Bacon, and to the 
in which Gassendi and Hobbes had turned the 
current of English thought towards a naturalistic inter¬ 
pretation of things. 

Gassendi was a modem Lucretius, who developed the 
philosophy of Democritus, and popularised it, as it 
had never been popularised amongst the Epicureans. 
He was not a Cartesian, but an opponent of Descartes, 
Who d»w his chief inspiration from tho ancients— 
although in Gassendi’s doctrine of substance we can 
trace the indirect influence of the founder of modern 
philosophy. A physicist by natural sympathy, ho in- 
■tineflvely fastened on the atomism of Democritus and 
the Epicureans, and wrought it out. The notion that 
pB ricisteate u due to the mqyement, the impact, and 
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the collision of atoms, working by necefeary law jn fret- 
lasting sequence, was sufficient to explain to him the 
vital processes of growth ;• and thefSubseqSent decay 
of organisms was but the separation of atoms which 
had formerly Veen held together. Both Hobbes and 
Gassendi were alike influenced by the atomists of an¬ 
tiquity and by Descartes. Their relation to each other 
was one of mutual indebtedness, although Gassendi’s 
works were published earlier, and his theories were 
wrought out in independence and isolation . 1 . 

Turning to our English philosopher Hobhos, we find 
that he had much in common with Gassendi. He began 
his intellectual career, however, by an independent study 
of the school logic. During his Continental travels he 
found the authority of that logic shaken, and the investi¬ 
gation of Nature in the ascendant. Influenced to some 
extent by Bacon, ho addressed himself to the natural 
sciences; and though he throw theology aside, he kept 
loyal to tho Church, and the established order of 
things. To Hobbes the dominant conception of the 


1 In the curious affinities and the equally curious antagonisms of the 
philosophical schools, we find theistic materialists and atheistic spir¬ 
itualists. Gassendi was a Catholic priest; Hobbes a defender of oh 
txtra authority, and even of sacerdotalism. Gassendi's aim was to 
vindicate the fallen reputation of Epicurus, and to reinstate him in 
his true place of honour. Learned, acute, fair-minded, humorous, his 
controversy with Descartes was an admirable sample of what philo¬ 
sophical controversy should be. He was a materialistic thakt, who, 
admitting the existence of e spiritual first cause, dispensed with Mai 
straightway, and concentrated all his regard on the physical world of 
matter and motion; and yet he believed in an immaterUl end im¬ 
mortal spirit His teaching was adopted by many in Paris, and a 
whool of disciple* formed who opposed the donlnsnt ArtetotetlsTrl— 
M keenly—although from u> oppoeiu point of stay es £b* anr/ 
Owteeten ecbool apposed it . 
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uniyerae was a Aalistic one. His was the ru&thematico- 
physical point- of view, and from thab point of view he 
unified suWance* but to him the one substance was not 
•(as to Spinoza) God, but matter; and e\jcu the abstract 
generalisation “ matter ” was in his view misleading. 
Strictly speaking, it was only “bodies ” that were known 
by us. “ Matter ” was merely an alistmct name for a 
collection of bodies. In his account of the process of 
perception, as the movement of atoms acting on our 
organism, awl arousing a certain resistance,—this reaction 
leading utc^o regard the objects which induce the jicrcep- 
tion as external to us, 1 —wo see the influence of Democ¬ 
ritus ; but in Hobbes the Greek atomism was transformed 
by its alliance with certain Cartesian elements into an 
indigenous English growth, the effect of which we shall 
discover subsequently 411 Hume. 2 It was an acute 
theory—of which we shall find the traces awl the influ¬ 
ence further on—that the motions of liodies are trans¬ 
mitted through the air C. the brain awl heart, and are 
met by a reactionary movement, which is sent bock 
again to tho object, and which generates in us the be¬ 
lief in externality or “outness 1 ’; but it was avowedly 
a material explanation of mental states—a mechanical 
account of the act awl process of perception, Hobbes 
has special merit and •significance ns the founder of 

1 Be Corpora, iv. 25. 

* All tile “thoughts of man" an- “ever)' one t rrpraentation or 
appemraxet of eome quality or accident of a body without ua, which is 
eoonooly celled an object, rarbich object worketh on tbe eye«, can, 
sod otto • parts of a man's body. . . . The original of them all la 
that which we call sour, for then 1* no conception In a rnan'a mind 
which hath not at first totally, or by parte, been begotten upon the 
oqgani of eenee. Che nat are derived from that original.”—Leviathan, 
Part L, chap. 1. * 
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English empirical psychology, but h& philosqptyeul 
system was one of rigid mechanical necessity, developed 
out of atomism ; and his sociology, his politic®, and his 
ethics were its further outcome. If the origin of the* 
State could be traced back to the movements and 
affinities of atoms composing the body politic, it was 
a self-evident corollary that there was nothing in it 
inherently good or right; the goodness and the right 
wero due to the de facto arrangements of society. 

In Gassendi and Hobbes, however, we see the robustei; 
type of empiricism, content to announce it^slf boldly, 
but in no sense revolutionary in its tendencies, or sub¬ 
versive of the existing order of things. In the next 
generation, the doctrine was carried to its logical issue; 
but it becamo diluted, as well as diffused. The drift of 
the current of English thought jvas increasingly toward 
the objective,—not in the sense in which the poets, at 
the close of the following century, brought back the 
national mind healthily to Nature, from the artificiality 
and conventions of the previous period—but in the 
sense that physical inquiries were more in vogue, and 
speculative ones were relegated to the background. The 
strong recoil from tho rigour of Puritanism accelerated 
this in the age of the Restoration; and, as a natural 
consequence, speculative philosophy was almost aban¬ 
doned Hobbes had brought experience to the front; 
and in ethics he based his system on the conventional 
ground of the existing arrangements of society. 

Immediately after Hobbes, English philosophy may 
be said to have been developed by reaction and antag¬ 
onism, rather than by inheritance. The reaction cams 
first through that notab! i hand of Flatoniata,-or Platoni*- 

ft 
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fngdiyinea, eon&acted irith the University of Cambridge 
—Cudwcrth, More, Smith, See .— who fell back, in a 
somewhat mystical manned on the eternal diatinetiona 
■and reasons of things. ‘ Cudwortb, the ponderous, the 
learned (yet half-learned) seer, maintained that the dis¬ 
tinctions of good and evil existed, in the nature of 
things, antecedently to us and to our experience; end 
that they were absolute, non-contingent, and universal 
In this Clarke followed him, drawing a parallel between 
mathematical distinctions and thorn of morals. Bishop 
Cumberland, again, keeping to the English traditions of 
experience, sought tho root of morals, not in the eternal 
fitnesses of things, but in tho existing circumstances of 
hnman nature and society; and lie found in them cer¬ 
tain tendencies which were not self - regarding, but 
benevolent. This doettino was carried much further by 
Shaftesbury, who—keeping strictly to the lines of in¬ 
quiry laid down by Locko — discussed mainly those 
impulses in human nature which tend toward others, 
and are the complement of those which terminate in 
self. Shaftesbury’s work was l>oth abler and more 
enduring than Cumberland’s, and bore fruit in the moral 
psychology of the next and greater thinker, Bishop 
Butler. 

Returning now for s little to an earlier date, after 
tile teaching of Hobbes bad borne fruit, and the some¬ 
what noisy clamour of his miscellaneous opponents had 
died away, there was a slow but steady gravitation in 
the Rational interest of England towards the objective 
ttthat than the subjective side of things, and a conse- 
qffisnt tendency to survey all the great problems of the 
-ntivem feom the outside, Hither than to begin (as 
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Descartes had done) with the nature *of the kpower. 
The expansion of the methods of physical research, and 
the progress of scientific tliscoveryf confirmed this. 
NeWton in physics, and Robert Boyle in chemistry, - 
carried on the work which had received so- great an 
impetus from Gassendi and Hobbes; 1 but they separated 
the sphere in which they laboured from the sphere of 
subjective experience so widely, that—while developing 
the former, and confirming the tendency to regard the 
great problem of tho universe as in the main a mq^e- 
rialistic one—they remained theists. The intellectual 
instinct of the ago turned increasingly towards the 
material, but os yet there was no explicit divorce 
between the material and tho spiritual That separa¬ 
tion became explicit at a later stage; but the two were 
held together without being jntionally connected, or 
their mutual relations drawn out, in tho period 
which succeeded that of Hobbes, and preceded that 
of Locke. # 

Locked intellectual and literary career was largely 
shaped by tho stream of tendency dominant in his time. 
The reaction against scholasticism in all its forms—which 
Bacon initiated, and Hobbes confirmed—was then wide¬ 
spread in England; and Iucko was borne on by the 
general current. Hobbes did not influence him much 
directly. It was Descartes Who was his intellectual 


1 It Is not perhaps recognised so fully as it should be, that la order / i 
to form any just eetimate of the philoasphy of Euglawl during 0w : 
•rrsutaanth oratory, the imnieuae etridee which had bead igade tn ' 
the phytloal Investigations of Nature, and lu a matbamatioo-phyaioal ' 
explanation of its powers—bagtnnlug as to back aa O o pendc aa , aad 
ooaalsf through Galileo dojra to Wewtoa—mset* be takes iato ; 
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inspirfcr, {ran the octant of his career; although Locke 
nfaslndawtood the radical, point of the Cartesian philo- 
. sophy, aa to innate ideas. He had studied the natural 
sciences in his youth; and, occupied #$th the political 
and politico-economic problems of his day, it was after 
he had not only examined, hut written on these subjects, 
that he interested himself in the special psychological 
questions with wliich his name is chiefly associated. 
He was ono of those acute, sagacious thinkers—endowed 
wtth mom vigour and clearness than depth of mind— 
who have^ono much for the enlightenment of their own 
and subsequent generations, both by the intellectual 
quality of their work, and the admirable form in which 
it was unfolded. To Locke, the “ proper study of man¬ 
kind was nwn ; ” and ho did lasting sendee by recalling 
his contemporaries from physical inquiry, and objective 
research of all kinds, to the study of the human mind, 
both in its processes and its products. As all our know¬ 
ledge takes its rise from the nature of the knower, and 
the relation in which thot nature stands to tho objects 
known, it was clear to him that the extent and the limits 
of human knowledge-could only he determined by an 
experimental study of the human faculties. In pursuing 
this, Locke carried on ^thc psychological analysis which 
Hobbej had inaugurated, to new and significant issues. 
Hit firm hold of experience, with his distrust and re¬ 
jection of all that could not be experimentally verified, 
bee made him the very type of the philosopher to the 
mgjcfiity of educated Englishmen. And although his 
analysis of the element* of consciousness was not suffl- 
cieptiy prqfohnd, was indeed evpn singularly defective— 
-and? was therefore exposed to the easy critical rejoinder 
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of Leibniz—credit must be given to Locke for thft cfe»r 
and trenchant manner in wjjich he brought »back the 
mind of England from hypothesis and conjecture to fact, _ 
from vague guefees and unauthenticated instincta to the 
solid ground of experience. 

Locke’s main polemic was against the doctrine of 
innate ideas. He wholly misunderstood that doctrine, 
as maintained by tho greater minds of antiquity, and 
could not even comprehend the teaching of Plato on the 
subject; 1 but it must bo romembered that the crufte 
doctrine which he attacked — although a travesty of 
idealism—had its supporters, and that it deserved ifcs 
fate at the hands of Locke. 9 It was easy to show that 
everything in human consciousness had to grow, and be 
developed; but that did not disprove the prior existence, 
in a latent state, of tho very things that were thus evolved. 

Locke tried to exhibit tho development of conscious¬ 
ness through its progressive stages. Simple ideas, such 
as those of colour and sound, rea 5 h us through the senses. 
These we combine into compound ideas, and get the 
notion of substance. As all tho world knows, his con¬ 
tention was that the mind is originally a tabula ram , 3 


) The innate Mens which Locke attacked were the mere ghoeta of 
the Platonic ideas; or, to change the illustration, they were the dead 
bone* of the old Greek doctrine, which had lain for agea buried under 
the etrata of medieval tradition; and as no one could breathe into 
them the breath of life, a new Idealism had to take the place of 
the old. • 

* It is the penalty to which every crude statement of a just dgetrine 
is exposed, that it provokes an easy reply from those who oeanot 
understand a deeper statement of it 
» This Idea and the phrase are Aristotle's—(es* the Pe inlaw, 
itt. 4). But Aristotle’s doetfine on this point was Xh andoaad by . , 
Locks, and Latfeia oomea ntarar to H. ' 



likirnahaei of white pfper, and that our knowledge is 
afterwardf written on the original white sheet by the 
imprewions of the sensqp, and is built up into symmetry 
by our subeequent manipulation of them The outward 
world presents us with the manifold in experience. It it 
the function of the understanding to take this manifold 
to pieces by analysis, and afterwards to arrange it in 
groups or classes; which it does, by forming general 
ideas, through the aid of language. Thus all the material 
OP our knowledgo comes to us from without; and in 
receiving'■'and registering it, we arc but the passive 
recipients of influence ah extra. As to the realm of 
subetance, or essence, lying behind our impressions—tho 
realm of metaphysical or ontological reality—that is a 
terra ineoejnita. There is hut one figurative door at 
which everything outers into the chambers of know¬ 
ledge, tho door of sensation ; and thoro is no corres¬ 
ponding door, by which (he understanding can pass out, 
on the other side as ; t were, into the realm of sub¬ 
stance. 

Locke’s ‘Essay on the Human Understanding’ led 
to the ‘New Essays’ of Leibniz, which weSS^writtcn 
in vindication of the a jtrwri elements of knowledge. 
The experiential formula of the one, “ Nihil est in intel¬ 
lects cjuod non prius *fuerit in sensu,’’ was met by the 
Ontological rejoinder of the other, “ Nisi intellects ipse.” 
Leibnix inherited the subjective starting-point of his pbit- 
ceophy from Descartes. His system was as individual- 
iStiwaS was Locke’s But beginning with self-conscious- 
new as his field of study, analysing its contents and de- 
duqtng in f er en ce s, be reached, not two substances (ss 

JJfctsasW' had done)—a lubAmtia externa and s tub- 

* 
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stantia togitam —nor one substance (like Spinoza), 'but 
a multiplicity of separate ones, to each of yhich he 
transferred most of the characteristics of the one sub¬ 
stance of Spinoza. Each was not a phenomenon merely,' 
but a noumenon also, a monad with a substantial essence 
of its own, and was known by us as a “ thing in itself.” 

Thus the line of evolution, from Descartes to Leibniz 
through Spinoza, was from a doctrine of two substances 
( dualim ), to that of one underlying universal essence 
{monism), and thence to a reassertion of the manifokl, ’ 
in one of the most curious of speculative tlfcories,—a 
theory in which the individualism, which had disap¬ 
peared in Spinoza, reappeared in the spiritualised monads, 
the individua of Leibniz. 

The Lockian philosophy ran its courso of rapid de¬ 
velopment and degradation aerosr the English Channel. 
Condillac seized and vulgarised it, by the case with which 
he reduced its fundamental postulate to commonplace. 
Very much as Aristippus degraded the voes of Anaxa¬ 
goras, by relegating it to the menial offico of being a 
sort of lion’s provider for the senses, Condillac, tracing 
intelligence backwards, found its origin in sensation 
pure and simple. The highest act or energy of the 
reason was simply “un sensation transforme”; and the 
logical result was the reduction of mind to tho level of 
matter—“man, a machine.” 

In England, however, after Locke’s intellectual labour 
had ended, the doctrine of Descartes was developed by 
Berkeley, to another and a very different issue. Berke¬ 
ley had been nurtured in the school of Experience 
which Descartes inaugurated; and while influenced by 
Locke more powerfully thlh by any other of his juris- 
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• cesknjs, and developing the Lockian psychology to some 
extent, hp also assimilate^ much of the earlier Platonic 
teaching, grafting it in a fruitful manner upon the stem 
of our insular philosophy. He so interpreted tho things 
of sense, in the light of what tho mind brings to them 
from within, that he affirmed of those things of sense 
that they had no existence spirt from that inward and 
ideal element. He did not affirm that they had no 
existence apart from what is supplied by tho individual 
percipient; but that, apart from some such element, 
supplied fly some mind or another, they hail no exist¬ 
ence. Furthermore, the essence of material reality 
was merely the sum of the things [icrceived by us, and 
was therefore spiritual. Its rsse was j/riri/ii. Nothing 
of which we have any knowledge could exist j»t *<; 
— that is to say, it cobid not exist if it were unper¬ 
ceived or unapprehended by mind. In other words, 
there was no realm of substance that was at the same 
time material. 

In reaching this conclusion, Berkeley hail the credit 
of developing the idealism of Descartes logically, on one 
side; and his prevailing merit, in the literature of specu¬ 
lative thought, is his insistence on the fundamental truth 
that the root of all knowledge, being within the mind of 
the individual that knows, must therefore be ideal. But 
his philosophy was one sided, in very proportion to the 
truth of its fundamental postulate. That the object 
perceived has a relation of intellectual dependence on 
the percipient subject is obvious, so far as hi# cognition 
extends ; but if the object perceived be different from 
the act of perception, it cannot bg in any sense dependent 
on itf or on a similar act, for its existence. # 
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As is well known, Berkeley’s main assault? #as • 
directed against an objective world of material sab- 
stance, existing independently of mind. A mindless 
world of matter *was to bim unthinkable. In trying to 
think it, mind was of necessity brought in, nolens volens; 
and it was the singularly acute attack which he made 
on the received notion of substance, transmitted to him 
in lineal succession from Locke, that mainly interested 
Hume, and roused him to carry out and compile the 
stroke, not as Berkeley wished it carried out—into «n* 
ideal or theoretic interpretation of nature—But by de¬ 
ducing the wholly ncgativo conclusion that we know 
nothing at all of substance, and resting there. 

It was Locko, howovcr, beyond all question, who 
chiefly influenced Hume. On Berkeley he bestowed 
only a passing glance, and that i half-friendly one. He 
saw in him a philosopher who had drunk at the same 
fountain-head as himself, and who had deduced some 
conclusions with which he wdS in sympathy; but he 
was in sympathy with them only in so far as they tended 
towards agnosticism. Hume had much mow in common 
with Hobbes than with either Locke or Berkeley, and 
more with somo of tho ancients than with any of the 
three. It is not always tho thinker with whom one if 
most in sympathy, however, froyi whom he receives the 
most powerful or commanding influence; and tiiere can 
be no doubt that—so far as intellectual parentage is con¬ 
cerned —it was the Lockian philosophy that gave rise to 
that of Hume, just as out of his system, or want of 
system, there arose in due time the counte^hilneophiM 
of Reid and Kant; therms being in tbe'main a sym- 
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|M deduction or development, and the other an 

entigo&tflio reaction and jecoil 
, With tliia brief survey of the course of European 
thought from Descartes onward, tie philosophical in¬ 
heritance of Hume will be apparent; but tie importance 
of tie Lockian philosophy, as tie immediate predecessor 
of Hume’s, warrants our returning to it for a little in 
tie next chapter, 
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CHAPTER II. 

LOCKE AND HUME. 

In his introduction to Hume’s ‘Treatise,’ Mr Green 
justly remarks, that “ at rare epochs there appear men or 
sets of men, with the true speculative impulse to begin 
at the beginning and go to the end, and with the faculty 
of discerning the true point of departure which previous 
speculation has fixed for them.” 1 If this be true of 
Hume,—if it was his special merit to discern the true 
point of departure which prevhms speculation had fixed 
for him ,—it is essential to a correct understanding of his 
work and achievements to ascertain, and critically to 
estimate, the fundamental points in the Lockian theory 
of the origin of knowledge. Wo do this the more will¬ 
ingly, because, in explaining Locke, we virtually explain 
the doctrine of Hume. Lockcf had the rare merit of 
being a clear, patient, and acute psychologist. He put 
the question, as an experimental ono, thus: Whence 
comes the stock of knowledge <*f which I am now con¬ 
scious 1 How has it entered into me 1 and howshas it 
been built upl Of what materials is it composed 1 
Can I go back and ex^nine, with any abroach to pro- 
1 Introduction to Homo's Treatise, pp. 1, i 
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baty'lity, the process of upbuilding, growth, and deriva¬ 
tion I He affirmed—aa he thought, on the testimony of 
experience— thatdbe mind was originally characterless, 
•like an empty unfurnished room; that^it was at first 
entirely passive, its earliest signs of life being merely 
the capacity of l>eing influenced by tho outward world 
Our life begins in sense. One after another, in lengthen¬ 
ing series, sensations are experienced by us. We grad¬ 
ually learn to refer them to external objects, and to 
asqpciate them with these objects as their causes. Tints, 
perceptioiMiot only follows sensation, but springs out of 
it; and all our thoughts of tilings, however high thoy 
rise, have their root in simple feeling. By degrees wo 
learn to discriminate one sensation from another. We 
compare tho results, and we contrast the causes; but 
the entiro fabric of experience to which we attain is 
built up out of these successive acts of a slowly evolving 
consciousness of sense. "In time,” says Locke, “tho 
mind comes to reflect oj) its own operations about tho 
ideas got by sensation, and thereby stores itself with a 
new set of ideas, which I cull ideas of reflection.” 1 But 
these ideas of reflection arise out of our ideas of sensa¬ 
tion, as the latter arise out of the sensations themselves. 
Memory, imagination, reasoning, all the higher faculties, 
are—by a shorter or a »longer pathway of derivation— 
the product of the lower. 

Some of his followers have defended what they call 
the “ intellectualism ” of Locke, on the ground that he 
recognised a second source of ideas in “ reflection.” 
Bnt, while several of his statements on this point 
contradict the fundamental thesis of experientialism— 

' bajr, Book II. t, kc. 24 
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notably the contrast which he draws between the "ft 
mary ” and the “ secondary” qualities of body, and his'die 
tinction between the “abstract idea of spbstanQb ” and the 
“complex ideas of particular substances”—they do not 
warrant the conclusion that Locke admitted “ reflection ’ 
as an independent source of knowledge; because he held 
that the originally empty chamber was first of all fur¬ 
nished by sensation. Granting that a new set of ideas 
ultimately arise within that chamber, their origin must 
still be sought in those sense-impressions, which 
blank or characterless tablet first received. T x>cke says 
explicitly, “There appears not to bo any ideas in the 
mind before the senses have conveyed any in.” 

Some of our ideas are “ simple,” others are “ com¬ 
plex.” Some of the simple ones (such as those of 
colour and sound) enter the mind by the gateway of 
one sense; others (such as those of extension and 
sensation) by several senses ; some (such as those of 
thought and volition) enter bv the second channel of 
reflection only; and others (such as that of power) by 
sensation and reflection united. But those simple 
materials of knowledge may be indefinitely combined, 
and form complex ideas; just as letters are united 
into words, and words into sentences. They may be 
combined in throo ways, and into three classes; into 
modes, substances, and relations. The second and the 
third of these are philosophically the most important, 
and Locke’s explanation of substance is one of the most" 
significant developments of his doctrine He .eylaina 
it thus : From sensation and reflection together we get 
many simple ideas, which we aseoeiste under a common 
name as one idea. “2 T ot imagining how the simple 
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ideM Ml> subeiA by themselves, we accustom ourselves 
to suppose some substratum in which they subsist, and 
which, therefore, we call Substance.” This substance, 
die says, exists bhyond us, but its essence is unknown. 

Under the head of “ relation,” he examines the ideas 
of cause and effect, and of identity and difference. 
The origin of the idea of cause and effect is simply that 
we observe something beginning to exist, and wo note 
that it receives its existence in consequence of something 
el^ pre-existing it. It is “from what our senses are 
able to discern in the operations of bodies on one an¬ 
other,” that we get the notion of cause and effect, and 
this is the notion we obtain—viz., that ‘‘a cause is that 
which makes any other thing Iwgin to be.” 1 

The outcome of the Lockian philosophy is that wo 
know nothing of substance, or essence, or cause. Of 
things as they are, we are wholly ignorant; wo only 
know things as they sec: i, or ap|>ear to be. “ It is 
evident that the mind ^nows not things immediately, 
but only by the intervention of the ideas it has of them. 
Our knowledge, therefore, is real only in so far as there 
is a conformity between our ideas and the reality of 
things. But what shall hen; be the criterion? How 
shall the mind, when it jtcrceires nothing but it* own 
ideas, know that they nimve with the thing* themselves I " 3 
The seiltence italicised embodies the fundamental posi¬ 
tion of idealism ; and the interrogatory doubt in which 
it is expressed, shows how naturally the Cartesian doc- 
trine^pessing through the mind of Locke, led on to the 
agnostic mental attitude of Hume. 

In his analysis of the complex states of consciousness, 
Book It. xxri., mc. 2. *Esujr, Book IV. iv., mo. t. 
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and in tracing to its root what is now the intertwist* 
branchwork of experience, Locke did good service t 
English psychology. He wanted us against va^be quest£ 
and speculative^ (lights, beyond the limits of the know 
able. That so clear and keen an English intellect wa 
honest in confessing the limit of its own vision—that 
it refused to admit a knowledge of what it could not 
grasp, and proclaimed its dislike to all nebulous theories, 
—was a gain to philosophy in the long-run. Only 
good came out of his effort to banish “innate ideqp ’< 
from the field of consciousness, because his failure com¬ 
pelled tile next generation to make a still deeper analy¬ 
sis, and to survey the problem from a different point 
of view. 

The limitations of empirical psychology were seen in 
tho very success to which Locke attained. He pro¬ 
ceeded to analyse the contents of his own mind by tho 
method of introspection. Isolating himself from other ex¬ 
istences, he examined his own consciousness as ho would 
have studied any of the phenomena of Nature ; and ho 
thought of himself ns a sort of prepared photographer’s 
plate, dipped in a collodion bath, and sensitive to all 
impressions. Hut lie never looked beneath his metaphor. 
Ho was the intellectual slave of his own tabula rata. 

By far the most important iKiiut to lie determined 
in the psychology of sense-experience, is how the first 
or fundamental step in the process was taken. ' Of 
course we cannot go back to the la-ginning by memory, 
and recall the lirst sensation. We must begin our 
analysis with experience in a comparatively advanced 
and oven mature stage. The child is incapable of intro¬ 
spection, and hence it i«ea matter of indifference which 
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poi*t # we aelen in the stream of adult experience. 
Perhaps it is as well to begin our experiment as hr 
down the c stream ns possible; but, whatever be the point 
■chosen, the question we must raise is this, does the 
outward object create the inward impression t or does 
the subject create it? or do both contribute a sliaro to 
the result? The subject—that is to say, the individual 
consciousness—receives the impressions; but what is 
meant by its receiving them 1 In order to any uncon¬ 
scious reception, there must at least 1«> a receptacle ; and 
in order to all conscious reception then' must be a 
receiver: but neither the receptacle nor the receiver can 
be a total blank, or tuhiilii rum, if there is to lie reception 


at all. 


All the matter of our ex]>erie»ce, said Locke, comes 
to us from without Otif knowledge is built up in us by 
a series of impressions, while we are passive in the pro¬ 
cess. But we cannot even understand those impressions 
(far loss register them), vyi cannot interpret or store them 
up, without an active exercise of the understanding. 
We must bring to the knowledge and the interpretation, 
as well ns to the registering and the storing, things which 
cannot have crept in at the doorway of sense. If wo do 
not, our knowledge is mere chaos. 

It is needless to follow Locke further into the details 
of his elhpirical psychology. We have now seen enough 
of his doctrine to understand how Hume received the 
problem of the origin.of knowledge handed to him for 

is a further question, however, preliminary to 
•py discussion of Hume’s philosophy as a whole, with 
llltkjj this- ehapter may concede. It is whether he 

iS a- 


solution. 

There 
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had, or held, a philosophy at all: for there are_ those 
who maintain that his position was merely that of an 
eighteenth-century agnostic, vfho came*.to no .Sonclusion 
on the ultimata of knowledge, and who regarded all- 
definite opinion as to “ first principles ” to be a trans¬ 
gression of the limits of the knowablc. Sir William 
Hamilton alleges that Hume merely accepted the Lockian 
philosophy as the current one; that, without endorsing it, 
he showed its consequences, and the contradictions in 
which it landed its advocates. There are several passives* 
in Hume which seem to justify this opinion. lie certainly 
affirmed that there was a contradiction between the 
instincts of human nature and the conclusions reached 
by the current philosophy, and that doubt or suspense 
of mind was our only rational alternative. But, on the 
other hand, it is a total mistake-.to suppose that Hume’s 
aim was altogether destructive, it would be more 
correct to say that he wished what he believed to bo the 
erroneous results of the constructive reason set aside ; 
and although what remained was only a psychology of 
the powers, ho wished the psychology to be accurately 
and scientifically constructed. There are, of course, 
various types of scepticism; and Hume’s was not a 
shallow revival of the doctrine of Pyrrho, that we 
should make no assertions as to -the truth of things, any 
more than it was a positive affirmation that we know 
nothing of the sphere of reality. Of the two, he had 
less sympathy with the latter than with the former; and 
it is tho least rational and consistent position,- though 
perhaps the commoner one. If dogmatic scepticism be 
a contradiction in terms, the doctrinaire sceptic, whose 
affirmation tends towards a definite creed, is no un- 
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common reality. Hume’s was rather the scepticism 
which stood apart, and finally declined to speculate on 
ultimate''problems, feel trig* that the entire region was one 
of haze. 1 But here wo reach one of the practical in- 
conaistencies of the man and his system, of which wo 
liavo seen some traces in his life, and of which wo 
shall find many further illustrations in his teaching. 

In an important passage towards the close of the first 
book of the ‘Treatise,’ Hume tells us of “the origin of 
his philosophy " ; and although lie afterwards regretted,* 
not only the “ jiositive air which prevails ’’ in the 
‘Trentise,’ hut the “ very great mistake in conduct” in 
publishing it at all when lie was so young, it is in 
this lsxik that we have the dearest indication of the 
aim and scope of his philosophy, lie writes thus: — 

“ The contradiction* and imperfections in human 
reason have so wrought ujsm me and heated my brain, 
that I am ready to reject all belief and reasoning, and 
can look upon no opinion even as more probable and 
likely than another. Where am I, or whatl From 
wlmt causes do I derive my existence, and to what con¬ 
ditions shall I return 1 . . . What Wings surround me 1 
and on whom have I any influence, or who have any 
influence on me ? I am confounded with fill those 
questions.” He then bells us that since Reason cannot 
dispel Hie clouds, Nature suffices for the purjsisc ; and, 
in a well-known sentence, he adds : “ I dine, I play a 

1 thing am be more unphtlosophical than to tie positive or 
dogmatical on any subject. . . . Where men are most sore and 

arrogant, they are commonly the most mistaken.'' — (See the In- 
qairy concerning the Principles of Morals, section ix.) 

* In a letter to Gilbert Elliot. 

■e 
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game of backgammon, I converse, and am merry.with. 
my friends; and when, after three or four hours’ amuse¬ 
ment, I would return to these* speculations, tbe*y appear 
so cold and strained and ridiculous, that I cannot find ' 
in my heart to enter into them any further.” He “finds 
himself absolutely and necessarily determined,” he tells 
us, “ to live, and talk, and net, like other people.” He 
finds that ho “ must bo a fool, as all those who reason 
or believe anything certainly 1 are;” but he is resolved 
that “ his follies shall at least be natural and agreeably” • 
“ In all the incidents of life,” lie adds, “ wo otight still 
to preserve our scepticism.” The time returns when he 
is “tired with amusement and company;” and when, 

“ whether in reverie in his chamber, or in a solitary walk 
by a river-side, he feels his mind all collected within itself,” 
ho wishes to explore the hidden reasons of things; and “ I 
am uneasy,” he says, “ to think 1 approve of one object 
and disapprove of another, call one thing beautiful and 
another deformed, decide conceiving truth and falsehood, 
reason and folly, vit/nmt kntnriny iijkhi ichat principles 
I proceed. ... I feel an ambition arise in me of con¬ 
tributing to the instruction of mankind, and of acquiring 
a name by my inventions and discoveries. And should 
I attach myself to any- other business or diversion, I feel 
I should lie a loser in point of pleasure ; mnt this is the 
origin of my philosophy." 

This passage contains n key to the man and his sys¬ 
tem. In it are seen the Cartesian Inheritance, the desire 
for some “criterion” by which lie may “distinguish 
truth from mere opinion ”; but in the snrne section of 
the * Treatise,’ he tells us that he finds “ nothing but a 

> He italics are Homs's. ■ 
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4 kq propensity to< consider objects strong in that 
view m^er which they appear.” In this, however, the 
criterion of ^escartes-tho apprehension of reality 
"dared diriinde" by which the reports of conscious¬ 
ness were tested—disappears in a mere difference be¬ 
tween the degrees of strength in which impressions 
reach us; and the influence of Locke, modified by that 
of Pyrrho and of Sexton, is more' apparent than that of 
the founder of modem philosophy. Still, it must not 
bis forgotten that Hume modestly expresses it as his 
“only hope" that “I may contribute a little to tho 
advancement of knowledge by giving, in some par¬ 
ticulars, a different turn to the speculations of philo¬ 
sophers and that he adds at the close of his discussion, 
“a true sceptic will be diffident of his philosophical 
doubts, as well as of hts philosophical convictions." 
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THE ORIGIN OK KNOWLEDGE. 

In an “ advertisement” to the ‘ Inquiry,’ Hume expressed 
his wish that it, nnd not the earlier ‘Treatise,’ should 
“ alone bo regarded as containing my philosophical prin¬ 
ciples.” In the second section of the ‘Inquiry’ he dis¬ 
cusses “ the origin of ideas " ;t> the twelfth and last 
section is devoted to “ the academical and sceptical 
philosophy ”; nnd in these two sections ho recast, but in 
no sense modified, or even simplified, the teaching of the 
earlier‘Treatise.’ It is in the ‘Treatise’ that we find 
the clearest statement of the root principle of his philo¬ 
sophy ; in the first section of the first part of Book I., 
“ On the origin of our ideas,” and in the Becond section 
of the fourth part of that book, entitled “ On scepticism 
with regard to the senses.” It* is so common a fault 
in philosophical criticism to be unjust to the doctrino 
one is opposing, nnd oven to travesty it in tho act of 
translating it into other words than those by which its 
author originally set it forth, that it will be best tc^give 
Hume’s doctrine, in the first instance at least, in his own 
words. • 

“All the perceptions of*the humap mind resolve them- 
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wire*.into two distinct kinds, which 1 shall call Impres¬ 
sions and Ideas. The difference betwixt these consists in 
tb« degrees of force and Ik/eliness with which they strike 
upon the mind;'and make their way into our thought or 
consciousness. Those perceptions which enter with most 
force and violence we may name imyretsions; nml under 
this name I comprehend all our sensations, passions, and 
emotions, as they make their first appearance in the soul. 
By ideas I mean the faint images of these in thinking and 
reasoning. . . There is another division of our per¬ 

ceptions, which it will lx- convenient to observe, and which 
extends itself lx>th to our impressions ami ideas. This divi¬ 
sion is into S:>tri.K and Complex. Simple j>erceptions (or 
impressions and ideas) are such as admit of no distinction 
or separation. The complex arc the contrary of these, and 
may be distinguished into parts. . Impressions and 
ideas resemble in every other particular except their degree 
of force and vivacity. Tin- one seem to be in a manner a 
reflection of the other ; %>> that the perceptions of the mind 
are double, and appear both a- impressions and ideas. 

. . , Every simple idea has a simple impression which 

resembles it, and every simple impression a < orre»|>ondcnt 
idea ; . . . and as the complex are formed from them, 

we may aflirm in general that these two species of percep¬ 
tion are exactly correspondent. . . All our simple ideas 

in their first aj>peara>icc arc derived from limyle impressions, 
which are eorrcij>on<lent to them, and which they cruelly rrjyre- 
sent. . . The simple impressions always take the pre¬ 

cedence of their correspondent ideas, but never appear in 
the contrary order. . >. The constant conjunction of 
our resembling perceptions is a convincing proof that the one 
are the causes of the other ; and this priority of the impres¬ 
sions is an equal proof that our impressions are the cause of 
our^deas, not pur ideas of our impressions. To confirm 
this, whenever by any accident the faculties which give rise 
to any impressions are obstructed in their operations (as 
when one is born blind or de^f), not only the impressions 
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are lost, but also their correspondent ideas, so that, tlftre 
never appear in the mind the least traces of either of them. 

. . . ’Tis remarkable that (be present quesfRm is the 

same with that which has made so muoTi noise in other . 
terms, when it has been disputed whether there be any 
innate ideas, or whethe' all ideas be derived from sensation 
and reflection. . . . Impressions may be divided into 

two kinds—those of H.jnsation and those of Reflection. 
The first kind arises in the soul from unknown causes ; the 
second is derived in great measure from our ideas, and that 
in the following order. An impression first strikes upon, 
the senses. Of this impression there is a copy taken by the 
mind, which remains after the impression ceases ; and this 
we call an idea. This idea, when it returns upon the soul, 
produces new impressions, which may be called impressions 
of reflection, because derived from it. These, again, are 
copied by the memory and imagination, and become ideas; 
which perhaps, in their turn, give rise to other impressions 
and ideas. So that the impressjons'of reflection are posterior 
to those of sensation, and derived from them. The examin¬ 
ation of our sensations belongs more to anatomists and nat¬ 
ural philosophers than to moral ; M and as the impressions of 
reflection arise mostly from ideas, it will be necessary to give 
a particular account of ideas before we proceed to impres¬ 
sions.” When an impression reappears as an idea, it may do 
so “ after two different ways—either when, in its new appear¬ 
ance, it retains a considerable degree of its first vivacity, 
and is somewhat intermediate betwixt an impression and an 
idea ; or. when it entirely loses that .vivacity, and is a perfect 
idea. The faculty by which we repeat ottr impressions in 
the first manner is called the Memory, and the other the 
Imagination.’’— (Treatise, Part I., secs, i., ii., iii.) 

• 

This may suffice, ns tv condensed statement in lies^wn 
words, of Hume's theory of tho origin of knowledge. 
Obviously, and on tho surface, it traces everything back 
to impressions made upoiMhe senses. 
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la -proceeding to estimate it, it will bo observed first 
• of oil that the inquiry is^an experimental one. Hume 
makes psychology the basis of metaphysic, believing that 
'the question of what wo do know, as matter of fact, 
must precede any inquiry as to ’.Vmt we can know, or 
the limits of the knowablo. He tholefore takes us l>ack— 
as Descartes and Locke had done—to consciousness, or 
conscious experience ; but next, lie tells us, as the result 
of his examination of consciousness, that all our know- 
"ledge arises out of “ impiessions " made on us through the 
senses, ft b thus derived from without, and is produced 
in us by external causes, t >u the surface, at least, it 
c«eni8 a simple and intelligible theory; lmt in thus begin¬ 
ning with the impressions of sense, let us see what it is 
that we really start with. What is an “impression"? 
Is it thinkable, in and*bv itself f Does it not require 
something other than itself to make it intelligible? It 
is tho impression of an object external to us. So far 
good ; but mi what does the impression light? In order 
to the. impress of any impression being conscious, is not 
the existence of a self that is to say, of a subject capable 
of being impressed—necessary 1 In other words, if wo 
analyse our consciousness of any single “impression,” we 
find that we must first of all assume the existence of a 
conscious self; and neither the single impression nor a 
series o? impressions can create the self, if the existence 
of tho self is necessary to tho consciousness of the im¬ 
pression. Hume affirmed that all our ideas were derived 
fromsptior impressions; but if we must bring in an 
idea to exjdain an impression, and to account for the first 
impression, tho theory is a lujstcron jtro/rron. If we ask 
whai an impression is, in angering the question, we 
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must put the impression into a class or mental categ&ry. 
And what does that mean 1 It means that in order to • 

c Q 

make an impression intelligible, we niust-snakfe use of an 
idea. To explain it is to predicate certain things regard-' 
ing it—that is to at//, to bring it under some common 
notion, or to think it( under an idea. 

The first objection, therefore, to such a theory of the 
origin of knowledge as Hume advances, is that it is 
untrue to fact. Tested by experience, it is contrary to 
experience; because a sensation never exists, and cannot* 
possibly exist, without a conscious subject. Ihe tabula 
ram state can never be disclosed to consciousness; be¬ 
cause the tabula is no longer rasa, when conscious life 
begins. Empiricists direct us to “ sensation,” pure and 
simple, as the origin of ideas. But what, wo must again 
ask, is meant by a “pure,” oi* “simple,” or “single” 
sensation 1 It must have certain features, which mark 
it off from other sensations. It must exist in place, and 
in time ; and it must have a special character, os weak, or 
strong. But in each of these elements of place, time, and 
degree, certain features differentiate it from other sensa¬ 
tions. Then, as each individual impression reaches us, 
it comes not singly, but in definite relation to others, 
which nre contemporaneous ns well ns successive; and it, 
is what it is, in virtue of its relation to these other im- 
pressions. Whether the sensation has been often felt, 
or only once experienced, these relations to what is 
beyond itself are necessarily involved in its very exist¬ 
ence ; so that it may be categorically affirmed that no 
sensation is ever “ simple,” in the sense that it does not 
, carry us beyond itself. Instead, therefore, of affirming 

with Hume that "there*'is nothing in any o\>ject which 
* 
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can ‘afford us a reason for drawing a conclusion beyond 
it,” we affirm that, unless^ wo transcend it wo cannot 
oven know it, af.ui that onr first knowledge of it is due 
to the fact of our getting beyond it. Suppose that u 
jmrticular sense-impression reaches us: in Hume’s lan¬ 
guage, let it bo “an impression of coloured [minis dis¬ 
posed in a certain manner.” Wlmt^now do we mean by 
this disimsition of coloured points? It is their arrange¬ 
ment in lines, or curves, or figured forms ; but do we not, 
in she very act of recognising them, predicate something 
of these coloured jaunts, which the sensible objects them¬ 
selves do not originate ) The coloured points are not iso¬ 
lated, separate, solitary |>ercopt-. They are combined 
together in a unity of sense-jiercojjtion. Each, there¬ 
fore, carries us beyond itself, m tin- very act of recog¬ 
nising it. We know ntno in Eolation, but all only in 
relation to, and in combination with, others; and if so, 
the theory of atomic individualism in Konso-jM'irejition 
breaks down. 

Again, when wo have two or more sensations (coexist¬ 
ent or successive), and, eotnjuring them with one another, 
affirm anything of them —as, for example, that they aro 
similar, or that they are different- we necessarily pre- 
supposo the existence of a self, that ]s-rforms the act of 
comparison ; and this ‘*8clf,” in its acts of comparison, 
makes use of elements which its sensations do not yield. 
This is a second objection to the theory in question. 

Self-consciousness cannot lie got out of sensation, be- 
causes rtie mere repetition of sense-impressions does not, 
and cannot, give rise to the reflex knowledge of a single 
sensation. A stream of phenomena cannot become con¬ 
scious of itself. That is perhaps the chief difficulty 
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which confronts, and must always confront, the psychol¬ 
ogy of sensation. Sensation has no meaning apart 
from thought. They are given us togother, or in syn¬ 
thesis. They appear invariably as correlatives; and not 
as dual elements ordering into consciousness together 
ah extra, but as joint elements, one of which is furnished 
from without, a'nd t!ie other evolved from within, as the 
apprehended object and the apprehending subject. 

The sensational philosophy attributes to matter the 
power of creating ideas in us, by dint of reiterated im¬ 
pressions. If we persist in asking, whence come they? 
is it out of the objective world of sense—out of mere 
“ crass matter,” ns it used to be called—that the ideas 
emanate? it is replied that ceaseless contact with the 
objects that surround us generates sensation of all kinds 
within us ; and that thence, in due time, by a power of 
inner alchemy, by the transformations of energy that are 
continually going on, ideas arise. This answer, however, 
does not carry us one step newer a solution of the dif¬ 
ficulty; ami instead of repeating the question, a better 
way, perhaps, is to proceed to the analysis of any singlo 
sensation, as it occurs in conscious experience. Such 
analysis, if patiently made, will reveal at tho very outset 
the inadequacy of the sensational theory. 

We experience, let us say,'a particular sensation, 
whether of colour, sound, taste, or odour. It Lasts 
for n little, and is succeeded by others that differ from 
it Were our experience limited to a single sensa¬ 
tion, undifferentiated from others, and absolutely the 
same throughout, it would be a total blank to the 
mind. How then do we distinguish the sensations 
as they succeed each other 1 The answer to this, may 
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telijiajiow we perceive each one as it occurs. The lines 
of difference separating each, which give it form and 
limit, whffch in plnfly determine it in lime, end 

regulate it in degree, may show us how we l>ecome con¬ 
scious of it at all. Without th^c dillerentintiiig ele¬ 
ments, the sensation would he absolutely unknown,— 
just as we could have no knowl«|lge of light unless 
wo knew it in contrast with darkness, or of hitter except 
us opposed to „weot, or of harmony hut as compared 
evi^i discord. It is, therefore, out of the contrast and 
the difference lx-tween them tint the knowledge of our 
most element.ir\ sensations .uims ; in other words, it 
is due to what is undented from sense that we are 
conscious of s,n-ation at all. 


It has ls-en said, hottetei. that although a single 
sensation may by it-elf !*■ unahle to give n>.- to thought, 
or to generate an “ eh a,” many sen-atious together— a 
series or suecc-siou of them h\ dint of recurrence and 
of co-ordination, may product that whnh one could not 
originate. And as the mu '•s-mii'. are often very rajiid, 
the incessant change, and the infinitely minute modifi¬ 
cation jierjH'tuallv going on, ma\ make u~ aware of each 
separate sensation as it o. cur-. This assertion may lie 
met by a counter one, and a demand for proof. If one 
sensation cannot give ri-* to thought, why should two or 
more sefisations do so? It remains to lx- proved that 
the mere repetition of a thing; — in other words, habit or 
custom - - can accomplish what a sing),, occurrence is 


powerjejw to create. llesides, our sensations rursixt in 
consciousness, ns well as succeed each other. What, it 


may be asked, is the meaning of this coexistence of 
sensations?* If they are mark<*l off from one another, 
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by any characteristic sign of difference, is not ^thjs a 
proof that the differentiation proceeds in part from 
•within 1 and that it is due' 1 to an qljpient'in active 
operation there, while it is met by‘another element 
existing without 1 Tl^>. more recurrence of sensations, or 
their number, is not'fhe important point to be attended 
to, in an analysis offtheir nature. The important point 
is, that in experiencing them, as recurrent and plural, we 
build up the fabric of our knowledge of these very 
sensations, not by a mere passive reception of tl^mj 
but by an active exercise of thought upon th* materials 
furnished from without; and further, that in order to 
hold these elements together in consciousness, we must 
mako use, not only of the untempered mortar of re¬ 
iterated sense-impressions, but of an interior element of 
thought which arises and work ip, from within. 

It may bo, further contended that every act of reflex 
knowledge—by which the individual apprehends himself 
ns a conscious subject, in relation to an object known 
by him—is a sign that lie is more than a link in thq 
phenomenal chain of nature, more than a mere develop¬ 
ment of sensation. In all knowledge there is a subject 
knowing and an object known, and tho two stand 
face to fnce; but if the subject knows itself in the act 
of knowledge, it cannot lteliev 9 that tho object known 
both generates tho act of knowledge, and give® rise to 
the knowor himself. Tho unequivocal testimony of con¬ 
sciousness, in reference to our knowledge of the external 
world, is that certain states of the conscious, subject 
stand related to corresponding states of the object known, 
that the subject knowing is active in its knowledge 
(though passively actedUipon by the object* it knpws), 
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and. that the phenomena it observes do not produce ita 
states, but that the latter are partly the product of ita 
own inwrfrd ej\crjy, acted upon and evolved by contact 
with the obje£«a it perceives. We do not know how 
they unite, how the object acts b,Vn the subject, or how 
much each contributes to the result: all that we know 
is that each co-operates witli the otller. 

The notion of mind ns a passive product of external 
influence—and not, at the same time, an active agent 
3r producing cause—is u radical (law in the psychology 
of Hume j and, us developed by his followers, it issued 
in the wholly materialistic dogma that consciousnesa 
is the product of cerebral action, and mind, a mere 
function of brain. It is true that llume did not ab¬ 
solutely atlinn that the whole formative influence was 
ah extra, and bad therefore a material origin; 1 but his 
psychology tended in that direction, and as such it 
was subsequently wrought out. Numerous contradic¬ 
tions occur on this punt, both in the ‘Treatise’ and 
the ‘Inquiry.’ In more than one passage lie ntlirms 
that the only thing the mind knows is its own “per¬ 
ceptions"; that it “cannot possibly lime ejqierienco 
of their connection with objects” — that is to say, 
that we are quits' ignorant of what has caused the ideas 
with which our minds, are stored ; while, alike in his 
criticism of Locke anil lferkeley, arid in the exposition 
of his own views, he tends towards an agnostic doctrine 

1 He light that the ultimate nulwtnnce of mind and of matter la in- 
cognisable by us, and that all that we really know are the subjective 
■tala* of our own consciousness ; and he suggests that, for oil I hat ter 
hum to the contrary, material changes may be sufficient to produce 
neatalWt, hut he does not teach thig dogmatically. 
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of our knowledge of the outer world that is contradictory 
of the sensational theory with which he sets out 1 In 
other passages lie affirms thaV the cau^eg.of .dtar impres¬ 
sions are unknown, hut that our ideas are due to the 
impressions “which .hey represent,” and that all our 
ideas of reflection afise out of those of sensation. 

Perhaps the mosj curious thing about his teaching 
on this head is that, while clinging to the represent¬ 
ative theory of indirect perception (his Cartesian and 
Lockian inheritance), he held that it is not any^ex* 
ternal object that we know—“not our body* that we 
perceive, when we regard our limbs and muscles, but 
certain impressions which enter by the senses.” Now, 
while in this admission llume is logically an idealist, 
as much ns any of his opponents — a “ensmothetic 
idoalist,” Hamilton would have called him —- the im¬ 
portant point to be noted is that lie failed to find 
any valid link of connection between the subjective 
sensation mid the objective world whence it came. 
Home kind of correlation between the subjective state 
and tie 1 object was admitted, but bow we pass from 
the one to the other lie could not tell. It is obvi¬ 
ous that this ignorance, or mental impotence, must 
affect the prior doctrine, that every ‘idea’ has its proto¬ 
type in an ‘impression’; and tlyit if we cannot find the 
‘impression’ whence it sprang, we may he sure we are 
mistaken in supposing that we have any such ‘idea.’ 

Tho followers of llume. who have carried out his 
doctrine on the materialist side, point in the nioijt irrele¬ 
vant manner to certain states of the nervous system, 
which they say are antecedent to states of consciousness, 
1 See Inqnii/, vii.; Treatise, xli. 
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an<\ »(e therefore productive of them; forgetting that 
the latter are algo antecedent to physical states, and co¬ 
operate t^'YW'hice thr»i. * No physiological explanation 
of mental states and processes is worthy of serious regard, 
in the domain of philosophy; l*ec‘«use it cannot carry us 
across the chasm which separates tie phenomena of mind 
from those of matter. We must gft Ixdiind these phys¬ 
iological states and processes altogether. To tell u«— 
as the physiologists do over and o\cr again -that the 
brajn is the organ of mind, and that moleenlar changes 
in the bn.in always in company mental acts, is to explain 
nothing. If it could l>e proved that the molecular changes 
protlucr tlu> mental states, jt would lx> demonstrative 
evidence on the materialist side of the ipic.-tion. Hut that 
has never Ix-cn proved. The utmost that lias heen proved 
is that physical nntcoedigit'- co-operate with mental ones, 
each contributing a sh.ue towards the joint result; and 
physical states arc as much produced by mental ones, ns 
the latter arc caused by the former To uflirm that the 
“materials of ran«rioiwi, arc products of cerebral 
activity” —Ix-sidcs lieing a dogmatic assertion of what 
is a priori unlikely—is a veiv conspicuous instance of 
nssuming the truth of what has to be pro\cd. We know, 
on the evidence of consciousness, that acts of will origi¬ 
nate changes in the bodily organism. Contrariwise, we 
know that changes in the brain determine acts of thought, 
feeling, and volition. If tiiis Is- so—if Ixslily states in¬ 
fluence tho mind, and mental states influence the body, 
neither,can be in a position of absolute dependence on 
tho otker. , 

Not only so; but with a far greater show of prob¬ 
ability it might be affirmed (fiat a physiological ex¬ 
it—XL • It 



planation of mental states is an absurdity,—that ^ is 
irrational to begin with, and must therefore be irra¬ 
tional throughout,—because'the very M^dsfcftion in-' 
volves, or carries with it, ‘ideas’ to which physiology, 
cannot give rSe. M material world of sense cannot 
be construed as intelligible, cannot even be rationally 
or scientifically spoken about, without taking for granted 
the existence of mind or consciousness. The empiri¬ 
cist begins with sensation, and tries to evolve all the 
complex life of tho adult consciousness out of it. H(\ 
explains tho varied evolutions of mind as pn invari¬ 
able development of matter; but, in doing so, he reads 
into tho earlier stages (nolens volenti), ‘ideas’ which he 
has fetched from the later ones. In the very act of 
explanation, in the construction of his dogma, he cannot 
help taking tho opposite theory for granted, and uncon¬ 
sciously proving it to bo true; because every explana¬ 
tion of tho universe—be it scientific, or be it philosophic 
—is of necessity the outcome of a mental act and pro¬ 
cess, and therefore cannot be an evolution of matter, 
whether in motion or at rest. 

In Hume’s analysis many inconsistencies are found. 
E.g., he says (in words already quoted, ‘Treatise,’ I., 
seo. ii), that as “ the examination of our sensations be¬ 
longs more to anatomists and ryitural philosophers than 
to moral,’’ he will begin, not with them, but with the 
ideas which are derived from them. That is to say, he 
will begin with the * ideas ’ rather than with the ‘ im¬ 
pressions,’ amiminy that the former are derived from 
the latter, although he does not show us how. Sfever- 
theleas, as he proceeds to deal with these ‘ideas,’ the 
gist of his whole contention—book by book; and Section 



by ttdjoQ-u thii: “Stew me the 'impnadon' from 
which the 'idee* it derived; for, if you cannot, the 
‘idea’ ia Itown-a mare ‘ Will o’ the wisp.* ” 1 Yet 
he he* sever once indicated to os how any single 'idea' 
is thus derived : he has not, id a solitary instance, 
ihow^us the transformation in an actual“ process of 
becoming,” Thus the whole theory is a gigantic petitio 
prmpii. It is a mere assumption that the entire 
world of consciousness is a world of ‘impressions’ and 
‘idqp,’ and that the impressions ant the originals of 
all the ideas ; and what is the worth of the assertion, 
if the 1 impressions' be just the ‘ ideas ’ at a more 
vivid stage, and the ‘ideas’ the ‘impressions’ at a 
less vivid one! 

1 The reason why be reject* the nature of iut*Unce u an unin¬ 
telligible entity, is that he can»ot trace it hack to any impression of 
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CHAPTER IV. 

TilE THEORY OF CAUSATION. 

There is the closest connection between Hume’s doc¬ 
trine of the origin of knowledge and his theory of 
Causation. 

To distinguish ‘ impressions ’ from 1 ideas ’ was a 
gain to psychology, but to dmj'vc the ‘ ideas 'from the 
‘ impressions ’ was the clumsy error into which Hume 
fell. It would havo been equally or moro correct to 
have derived the ‘impressions' from the ‘ideas,’ and 
to have said that those finer (though latent) elements 
give all the character to sensation that it over has. It 
would also have been a truer reading of psychological 
fact to have affirmed that we have many ‘ideas’ which 
cannot be the copies of ‘ impressions,’ because there is 
nothing of which they can possjhly be the impress; and 
further, that ‘ ideas ’ and ‘ impressions ’ differ,' not in 
degree but in kind, toto ctvh; or, as Jeremy Collier’s 
phrase puts it, “by the whole diameter of being.” 
Hume accepted not only the Lockian doctrine <)f the 
origin of knowledge in sense, but also the. Berkelejran 
view of the illusion involved in the reality of an exter¬ 
nal world, or the objectivity of matter; tod fig con* 
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sid &tet it a parallel illusion to recognise a permanent 
self traii^jJvimj the streaip of thoughts and feelings by 
which the existence of that self is manifested. Putting 
aside the whole superstructure of doctrine on the sub¬ 
ject that had been reared throughout the ages, and 
especially the “ school nietaphysie ’’ (which was his 
abhorrence), he concluded that tlW only verifiable and 
trustworthy fields of knowledge were either (1) the 
mathematical sciences, which deal with “ quantity and 
number,” or (2) those sciences which deal with matters 
of fact —tliat is to say, the empirical sciences. There is 
a persistent antagonism, in his writings, to every other 
kind of inquiry; because he held that, from the nature 
of the case, it must lead nowhere. To get beyond 
phenomena, to reach the inner essence of things, to 
explain the relation of recurrence to occurrence, even to 
find out the connection between the material stream of 
phenomena and the mental one of nets of consciousness 
by which that stream is khown, — nil these were regarded 
by him as attempts to outsoar our mental atmosphere. 
His advico was virtually this: Register your facts, in¬ 
duct your laws, and then remember that, as a philoso¬ 
pher, you have reached your goal. Record, group, and 
classify ; but recollect that, when -you have done so, 
you haje attained tho lflnit of your powers. Don’t pre¬ 
sume thereafter to scale the heights, or sound tho depths, 
or in any way to scrutinise the arcana of the universe, 
beyond the region of events and laws. 

"Wo %hall immediately see the bearing of this on 
tile doctrine of causation. It is important to re¬ 
member that Hume affirmed th|t the “ultimate cause” 
of our 1 impressions ’ is unknown. He even went the 
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length of saying that it would always he impossible to 
decide whether they arise ftom the object^pfoare pro¬ 
duced by the mind itself, or are derived from the 
Author of oun beings But he had no doubt that all 
the genuine ‘ ideas ’ to which we ever attain, or can 
attain, arise out of ‘impressions’; and that we have 
thus a test—simple',' adequate, trenchant, and unfading 
—by which wo can pronounce, with unwavering con¬ 
fidence, whether each ‘ idea,’ which we now find as part 
of our mental furniture, has a valid origin, or is a lflere 
ignis fatun*. Now, the most important of these ideas 
is that pf cause and effect. Wo find within us this 
notion of a necessary connection between things that 
happen. But whence comes the ideal From what 
impression is it derived! Hume admitted its existence; 
the existence, that is to say', of tho 1 idea,’ not of 
contingent succession, but of a necessary connection 
between ovents; hut ho could get no warrant for it, 
or authentication of it, except! custom. We see a cer¬ 
tain result follow from a particular event. Wo see it 
repeated (or repeat itself) again and again, and we in¬ 
fer that it will continue to do so— i.r., that similar results 
will always follow similar causes. But our inference is 
wholly duo to tho trick of custom, to tho instinct and 
tho operation of habit. Frequfnt experience gives us, 
wo think, a warrant to conclude that phenomena thus 
associated not only will, but must remain associated; 
and that there is more than meih sequence in the links 
of the chain, i.e., that there is a necessary tie. The solo 
Tuition, however, of any one phenomenon wo may 
select, and isolate for tjje moment, is to tell us ihat it 
will be followed by another. Its use or office, as an 
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antecedent, is that of being a signum memorial? that 
a consefnent will come after it; and all that we can 
attain to—Wlhst we do de facto Teach, in the course of 
our experience of the world—is, .the accumulation of a 
vast number of these tigna memorialia, which enable 
us from the antecedent in due time to expect the 
consequent. 

Such is the result (and the only possible result) of 
the derivation of the notion of causality from without. 
"Sosfar as mere ‘impression’ goes, in any object appeal¬ 
ing to the senses, we cannot discover the cause whioh 
gave rise to it, or the effect that will follow from it. All 
that the senses can take note of is the conjunction of 
the one with the other; but custom, says Hume (in 
effect), compensates us for (lie lack of knowledge, and 
clears the barrier wMrli the intellect is unable to 
surmount. 

Let us take some instances. At a certain hour each 
night I see a gleam on the horizon across a wide estuary, 
and I have learned that the keeper of a lighthouse is in 
the habit of kindling his lumps at that time. I have 
been there, and seen him at work ; and I have learned 
to associate the rays, which duly reach my eyes, with 
the act of kindling the light on the part of tho light¬ 
house-keeper or his attendants, lint it is merely a cus¬ 
tomary, and therefore an accidental connection that I 
discern between the ray of light (an effect) and its cause. 
Similarly, I hear a particular sound succeed the dis¬ 
charge of a cannon; and when I have done so repeatedly, 
I come to associate the two together: but I am not 
vranpnted in setting down the firing of the cannon as 
the-emme of the sound I hear* Again, t lift a,rose, and 



smell it: the sweet odour which I experience I attrib¬ 
ute to the flower, but this also is merely due to habit, . 
and the sequence of the pleasant sen^awon Irom the 
proximity of the rose.is all that I am warranted in' 
affirming. In these three instances, the senses — of 
sight, of sound, and of smell—take note only of ante¬ 
cedence and sequenc^. Any link of causality, or causal 
connection, between the phenomena is not in the ob¬ 
jects, but in 11 s, who subsequently—by dint of habit 
and association — road into the objects what is not 
really there. Tho light on the distant horizoR, which 
I hare been in tho habit of attributing to the keeper’s 
nightly toil, might not be due to it, but to soniething 
else which resembles it. Tho sound, which I attribute 
to the discharge of the cannon, might he duo to a totally 
different cause. Tho odour, which I attribute to tho 
rose, might proceed from some other object. But my 
* belief that the light comes from tho lighthouse, the 
sound from the cannon, the scent from the flower, is due 
to the fact that I have had a reiterated and vivid ‘im¬ 
pression’ of tho conjunction of the two things. It is 
tho vivacity of the impression, its force and liveliness, 
that is tho sole warrant (according to Hume) for my 
calling tho antecedent—which I have been in the habit 
of finding associated with tho consequent—a cause, and 
for naming that consequent its effect. * 

Hume did not deny that we do, as matter of fact, 
attribute some kind of cfusality to Abe antecedent, which 
produces the consequent. What he denied was tk«$ we 
have any philosophical justification for doing so. Of 
the supposed “necessary connection” he wished an ex¬ 
planation. It would not* have mattered to him whence 
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it carte, ab extra or ab intra, a posteriori or a priori. 
But tjbymHf oua .thing is that he never seems to have 
imagineJlnat inis link of connection—if obtained at 
' all —must be obtained a priori. • \S r o element of necessity 
could ever be derived or evolved a jxisferiori, or through 
the experience of particular things. The whole prob¬ 
lem lay in finding a reason for the fact that, given any 
single phenomenon (A), another phenomenon (11) must 
of necessity follow from it. He could discover no reason 
foV’the existing sequence of events except custom ; and 
therefore, no reason for attributing efficiency to any 
single phenomenon except the accident of habit For 
the proposition that “every effect” (no matter what it 
was as a particular occurrence, or what the nature of 
its antecedent) “must have some cause,” and that there 
is therefore a tie of necessity between the, sequences of 
Nature, altogether independent of the result that hair- 
pens to emerge, Hume could see no speculative war¬ 
rant whatsoever. ' 

But let us come to closer quarters with this problem, 
becauso Hume’s doctrine of causality is after all the 
centre of his system ; and it is a cardinal one in most 
systems, in the sense that its treatment determines their 
tendency. Schopenhauer is clearly in error in saying' 
that I^urue was the fir<t to ask whence the law of caus¬ 
ality derived its efficiency; but his attack on the doc¬ 
trine was certainly significant, ajjd it gave definite shape 
to the rejoinder of Rant. The belief in causality had 
beewrfUestioned over and over again, in a general way, 
from the dawn of speculative inquiry. H'Jiesidemus 
denounced the search for “ causes,” and affirmed that no 
* 1 Vierfache Wnnel des 8»Ue* vom mreichenden Grande, p. 20. 



one thing causes anything else. To Sextus and Pyrrho 
the same idea was familiar; and Hume doubjkss owed 
much to his acquaintance with the doctrine of' the later 
Alexandrian sceptics, i 5 

It is impossible even to glance at the history of the 
doctrine of Causality, to which a treatise might be 
devoted; but coming’ down to Locke in modern philo¬ 
sophy, to him the notion had, and could only have, 
an experiential origin. The consciousness of energy 
on our part, and the sense of resistance to our voli¬ 
tion by external objects, generated in us the notion 
of cause. This “ influence of volition over the organs 
of the body” Hume recognised, but he added that 
the “means by which it is effected . . . must for 
ever escapo our most diligent inquiry.” Putting aside, 
for the present, the happier ailhlysis of Leibniz—and 
his signalising it as a principle of necessity, and not 
of contingency—it may he host to quote Hume’s own 
words; and it will be seen ho# rigorously, here as else¬ 
where, ho deduced the root - principle of the Lockian 
philosophy. 

“We can never, by our utmost scrutiny, discover anything 
but one object following another, without being able to 
comprehend any force or power by which the cause operates, 
or any connection between it and its supposed effect, , . . 
All events seem entirely loose and separate. One event 
follows another, but we never can observe any tie between 
them. They seem conjoined, but never connected. But as 
we can have no idea of anything which never appeared to 
our outward sense or inward sentiment, the necessary con¬ 
clusion seems to be that we have no idea of connection or 
power at all, and that tt^se words are absolutely without 
any meaning when employed either in philosophical reason- 
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inp of common life. . . . It appeals that tbie idea of 
a necehury connection atojng event* arises from a number 
of inltapces which occur of the constant conjunc- 

' tion of these events; nor can tli^t idea ever be suggested 
by any one of these instances, surveyed in all possible lights 
and positions. But there is nothing in a number of in¬ 
stances different from every single instance, which is sup¬ 
posed to be exactly similar, except only that after a repeti¬ 
tion of similar instances the mind is carried by habit upon 
the appearance of one event to expect its usual attendants, 
at$ to believe that it will exist. This connection, therefore, 
which wj fed in the mind, is the impression from which we 
form the idea of necessary connection. . . . The first 

time a man saw the communication of motion by impulse, as 


by the shock of two billiard-balls, he could not pronounce 
that the one event was connected, but only that it was cow- 
joincd with the other. After he has observed several in¬ 
stances of this nature, |je then pronounces them to be con¬ 
nected. What alteration has happened to give rise to this 
new idea of connection? Nothing but that he now feels 
these events to be connected in his imagination, and can 
readily foretell the existence of one from the appearance of 
the other. . . . Similar objects are always conjoined 

with similar. Of this we have experience. Suitably 

to this experience, therefore, we may define a cause to 
be an object followed by another, and where all the objects 
similar to (he first are followed by objects similar to the second. 
Or, in other words, where, if the first object had not been, the 
second never had existed —(Inquiry, section 7.) Again, in a 
footnote to section 8, part i., he says: “ If a cause he defined 
that which produces anything, it is easy to observe that pro¬ 
ducing is synonymous to causing. In like manner, if a 
cause be defined that by which anything exists, this is liable 
to tie’ same objection. For what is meant by these words, 
by which t ’ Had it been said that a cause is that after which 
rowyt^ing constantly exists, we should have understood the 
tgiips. For this is indeed all srt know of the matter. And 
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thii constancy forms the very essence of necessity, nor hiV< 
we any other idea of it.” >- 

From Locke’s first principle, that all'wur knowledge 
comes to us front without, no other conclusion than this 
was possible. If sense-experience be the only source 
of knowledge, our notion of causality must take its rise 
in experience. It is true a Lockian disciple might reply 
that, on the repetition of these experiences to which 
Hume directs us, the mind discovers rather than feels 
the “ connection ” of the events. Still, the connection 
itself is not evidenced by the senses, nor to them. 
Relations of necessity are not disclosed in our experi¬ 
ence of the contingent phenomena of sense. There¬ 
fore, if they are real, they must bo evidenced in some 
other way. All that Hume can tell us is, that one 
thing is tho tsignum memonulc of another, that they aro 
associated in our experience; but tho tie connecting each 
with each—-liko the inner substance of them all—is un¬ 
known and unknowable. lie • held that tho interior 
Forco, or ultimate Power, which “actuated the whole 
machine” of Nature, was “naturally concealed from us* 
and never discovers itself in any of the sensible qualities 
of body.” Wo shall see tho bearing of this upon his 
interpretation of Nature later on. Note meanwhile how 
logical a deduction it is from the starting-point of his 
philosophy; how (metaphorically speaking) ho is com¬ 
pelled “to clear tho board” of our knowledge of the 
notion of Cause, as well as of that of Substance, because 
we cannot find their prototypes in sense. There jus * the 
closest possible connection between Hume’s inability to 
recognise a world of substance underlying phenomena, 
discoverable by the direct intuition of the reason-^an 
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okject, or " thing in itself,” disclosed to us through sense, 
jet existing befcyjd it, and irradiating and explaining it 
—and %is suability to Recognise anything more than 
antecedence and sequence in causation. It is really the 
nme inability in a difforent form. If it be an illusive 
trick of custom to recognise a permanent self (behind the 
phenomenal stream of thoughts and feelings) constitut¬ 
ing the “personal identity” of tlie ego, it is evident 
that it will be an equal illusion to imagine a substantial 
ti^ of efficiency within the links of the phonomenal 
chain iS the outer universe. 

Before dealing further with the doctrine of Causation, 
it is important to noto that it was at the close of the 
first section of his ‘Treatise,’ after Hume had discussed 
■ our perception of objects in the external world, that 
he turned to the problgm of personal identity, and virtu¬ 
ally said, in his old accustomed manner, “ Show mo 
the ‘ impression ’ from which this ‘ idea ’ of a personal 
self is derived.” We ^nvc no abiding ‘impression’ of 
self. All is evanescent. The 1 idea ’ of what is con¬ 
stant cannot bo derived from the ‘ impression ’ of what 
is fleeting. Therefore there i* no such ‘ him.’ It is 
true that we cherish it, but it is an illusion. Wo are 
deceived by it. Now here as elsewhere adopting the 
current philosophy, l^unie saw the difficulties in which , 
it landed him. He tried to escape from them, but 
found no means of doing so. Dissatisfied with the solu¬ 
tion given by the “ philosophers,” and at times with his 
owi^ solution, he fell back, more and more avowedly as 
his intellectual life developed, on the position of the 
sceptic. He seems to have felt that by holding himself 
aloof fronf dogmatic solution^ he could at least keep 
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what he deemed the archenemy of mankind, “ super¬ 
stition,” at arm’s-length. If we cannot penetrate to any 
arcana, why need we try to do 'so 1 Wh y not go°on our 
way without troubling ourselves 1 There is enough for 
the guidance of mundane life in these antecedents and 
sequent* which we know. Why not indulge our “ scep¬ 
tical doubt” as to all that transcends them? The 
masses of mankind may cherish any faith they like, if 
they do not interfere with a similar liberty in others ; 
but why should the intellectually emancipated, the 
“ seientes ” do so ? It must be admitted that tlicre was, 
in a good deal of Hume’s polemic, if not an amb-o 
pensie, at least an occasional satisfaction that the ex¬ 
posure of the old philosophical orthodoxy would be 
helpful towards the overthrow of superstition, and the 
discomfiture of fanatics. 

But has Hume given us an accurate analysis of 
causation, either as a psychological fact, or as a meta¬ 
physical doctrine? Has lie unfolded the idea of cau¬ 
sality as it lies within the mind, and adequately 
interpreted the causal nexus as it exists in the realm 
of nature ? On the contrary, his theory is full of flaws; 
nay, it is root and branch delusive. 

In the first place, being a development (and a neces¬ 
sary development) of the doctrine which limits our 
knowledge to the realm of sense - experience, it 
necessarily shares in the defects of that doctrine. A 
cause, according to this principle^ is not a power pro¬ 
ductive of result; it is simply that which goes \jefore. 
Phenomenon A precedes, phenomenon B. succeeds. 
Sequence is all that we know, because all that the 
senses take cognisance aC is succession in time; * and 
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wet c^ll that the cause which precedes the effect, and 
that t£e effect which succeeds the cause. We do this 
by habit) and get so accustomed to the associations of 
succession, that wo come to believe that they must go 
on as they do; that is to say, wc infposo upon our¬ 
selves, and turn a trick of custom into a relation of abso¬ 
lute necessity. Now, this may seem to bo a theory of 
nescience, an agnostic position; but it really contains a 
dogmatic presupposition upbound with it. It positively 
affirms that there is no power within the antecedent 
adequate to produce the consequent, that the notion of 
such causal power is a fiction of the imagination. We 
are told that in imagining efficiency, or causality, or pro¬ 
ductiveness (name it as you will) to he lodged within an 
antecedent, or even within a group of antecedents, as 
co-operative con-oauses^we are the dupes of custom— 
the slaves of use and wont. We may validly ask for an 
explanation of the use and wont, or for the source of tho 
custom, if custom he all ii. all. 

But lest this should seem a circular argument, tho 
affirmation of Hume may, in the second place, he still 
more validly met by the counter-affirmation, that—in 
each and every occurrence—there is more than simple 
antecedence and sequence ; that there is a continuous 
exercise of power within the successive phenomena, 
dynartic force, or direct causal efficiency. Given tho 
whole gum of concurrent conditions that go before 
an event—(and the group may he very large, and is 
in all cases indefinite)—in order to the production of 
any result, power must tie exerted, an interior causal 
energy lodged within the phenomena must operate to 
prodiffce the effect. The loager it is looked at, the 
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•eon to be the emptiest of theories. It 
question at issue ; it tries to Solve theprobleia a by cut¬ 
ting the knot, and then affirming that there is noticing 
to untie To jSut casual in place of xausal succession 
(which Hume does) is to put the cart before the horse, 
not only metaphorically but really; because it is only 
in the causal relations of phenomena that we find 
power, or drawing force. The only thing that Hume 
recognises in the operations or ongoings of the universe« 
is (as we have seen) mere sequence. An ewmt hap¬ 
pens, it takes place, cvenit, —that is all that we can say 
in explanation of it. The isolated particulars, in the 
continuous chain of phenomenal succession, these we 
do know, as they occur in time and in place; but as 
to any tie between them, connecting them, we are 
absolutely in the dark. Now here (just as in the par¬ 
allel flaw we already traced in liis theory of percep¬ 
tion) it is precisely the reverse. We do not know the 
particulars, os they succeed each other, simply as detached 
occurrences. If we know them at all, wo know them 
relation to each other; and the larger half of our know¬ 
ledge of each is our knowledge of its relation to the rest; 
A cause has no meaning except in relation to its effect, 
and the effect has none except iu relation to its causa. 
But the special point to be nSted is that wcPkaow 
the cause as productive of the effect, or we do not. 
know it at all; and we know the effect as produotd 
by the cause, or we do not know it at all; 
all a henomena are, alternatively^ both causes a 
sooting as we .regard them—the eanaa.,' 
•fl^coacaaled, sad. thr effect being' 
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rewaled—we find an interior power or causality triihin 
every single link of the cfoiin.' Take any small section of 
the continuous gren of plionomennl succession (for wo 
'must remember that the chain is never t broken), select 
two or three links. You apply a match to gunpowder, 
and you see the fl&me and smoke, and hear tho somid 
of an explosion. You perceive a violent change in tho 
position and the relations of certain particles of matter. 
Tho application of the spark to tho powder you call 
*the,cause, tho explosion you name tho effect; but there 
were mflly things besides the application of the spark 
that were equally influential in determining the result, 
and without which that result could not have taken 
place, — elements, states, and conditions, indefinitely 
numerous, but all concurring and co-operating. And 
all tho result lay potentially within the' cause, or tho 
sum of the con-causes ; the explosion merely made it 
visible. It displayed the working of the cause or causes 
in a certain manner. 1 a, other words, the force which 
separated the atoms formerly slumbered within them. 
It was latent, and it became active. Of course wc are 
not to suppose that there is a non - material entity 
lying in some sort of crypt amongst the material atoms, 
alternately caught and released, now passive, and again 
active in its wandering| to and fro; but within every 
atom, as its interior essence, and therefore throughout tho 
whole area of Nature, this force or causal jwnvor resides. 
This, however, is to anticipate. 

In third place, Hume’s cardinal error—and it is 
the common error of the scientific as distinguished from 
the philosophic mind in dealing with this question—is 
the mixing *up of two radically distinct Reliefs, or tho 

r.—xt t 
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ignoring of the distinction between two fundamentally 
different ones—viz., the belief in causality, or the belief 
in the uniformity of the order of Nature. 1 The latter 
belief is entirely due tct custom; but the custom is based 
on an observation of phenomenal fact, and is not capri¬ 
cious or arbitrary. We believe that the existing order 
of Nature will continue— e.g., that the sun will rise to¬ 
morrow, and the winter succeed the summer—because 
we hove boon accustomed to find it so; because extended 
experience—that is to say, the experience of the race/ 
consolidated and organised for generations—hffl taught 
us to look for it; but it is quite possible, in the nature 
of things, that the existing order might change or be 
changed. Wo may oven admit that, of every single 
occurrence the evidence of which reaches us through 
the senses, tho antecedents and,, sequents might be other 
than they arc— c.g., that tho sunrise might be followed 
by darkness, and the sunsot by light; that summer might 
be cold, and winter hot; that ,silence might accompany a 
storm, and noiso attend a calm. It is totally different, 
however, with our belief in causality, in the proposition 
that “ every effect must have a cause,” and that power is 
lodged within tho causo (or the sum of tho con-causes), 
adequate to produce tho effect. That is a belief elicited 
in and through our experience of finite succession; but 
it is not due to such experience, or created by it,'becauae 
in no conceivable conditions of experience could it be 

> It is to this want of distinguishing between these two things tint 
Hume's disciples hsve introduced so much oonfnsion into this con- 
troreny. It is nearly ss pernicious ss soother of thsir confusions— 
vis., Identifying Science with Philosophy, and representing Philoso¬ 
phy as s branch of Scienoe!* ' ° 
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otfa/mriae. The conviction of causality is made more 
vivid to the mind, by our witnessing the definite and order¬ 
ly sucoeaSionS"of phenomena; but, os soon os it arises, it 
•disdoees it£ independent origin. , The sun miijht not 
rise to-morrow, summer might not aucceed winter, a per¬ 
cussion might not eJtplode dynamite; but in all conceiv- 
able conditions of existence, in all conceivable uni¬ 
verses, it would bo as true that ovcfry effect must have 
some cause, and every causo some effect, os that two and 
two # are equal to four, that all tho radii of a circlo are 
equal tolbifi another, and that all the angles of a triangle 
are equal to two right angles. We can conccivo tho 
'hatural order of succession different, but wo cannot con¬ 
ceive causation absent. AVo can imagine a different 
rosnlt, but not tho absence of all result In short, it is 
not from the amount 06 my experience that I believe 
that every effect must have a cause, but it is because 
I discover by an intuition of the reason that it must bo 
so. Now it is this link gf power between phenomena, 
this inner tie of causality disclosed to tho reason, that 
Hume denies; and in the denial of it his philosophy 
rests on an illusion. 

Has, then, this judgment of causality an evidenco in 
all respects equal to that of the propositions of mathe¬ 
matics t The mathematical axioms would be trie, 
although no physical world existed, in which they could 
be evidenced to the senses. Is tho same truo of the 
axiom of causality t It may be admitted that there is 
one obvious difference. In coming to tho conclusion 
fbaiall the radii of a circle nro equal, we simply analyse 
or take to pieces a given notion, the notion of a circle. 
The proposition of the equality 91 its radii lie* within it, 





is a latent part of it. We do not require to measurotha 
radii of a circle, before pronouncing them equal; or to 
cut out the three angles of a triangle^ anil p&ce them 
together, to find out whether or not they are equal to two - 
right angles. Their equality is involved in the very 
conception of the circle and the tfiangle respectively. 
But in saying “ every effect must have a cause,” we pass 
beyond the effect;'we go out of it, or rise above it, 
that is to say, we perform an act of synthesis, not one 
of analysis. We do not take to pieces, we unite, ^kni 
here we find the kernel of the whole controve^. It is 
admitted that we form analytic judgments a priori: the 
mathematical sciences are proof of it. Can we also form 
synthetic judgments a priori, equally valid in universal¬ 
ity and necessity with tho analytic ones! This leads 
straight to Kant’s reply to Hun*, consideration of which 
must be meanwhile postponed. 

It must be repeated, however, that both with Hume 
and his successors, it was not the existence of the idea of 
causality that was tho question at stake, but only its war¬ 
rant. Inheriting the phenomenalist doctrine fromXocke, 
Hume’s task was to explain how it happens that, in the 
absence of any knowledge of causality, as a real inward 
link between phenomena, we come to believe in such a 
necessary tie. Tho tie, he saijj, is not in the objects 
we behold, but in the beholders; and it is generated 
in us, by the constant experience of the conjunction of 
objocts. That wo do believe in the necessary connection 
of events he admitted. The only question *£8, on 
what ground do we believe in it f and the sole explana¬ 
tion to Hume’s mind was the habit of doing so. We 
see things repeated an& repeated in a certain manner, - 
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anff we gradually come to believe that they must go on 
In that planner, and that there is something in the object* 
that produces this result invariably and constantly. 
‘But we can never really know, from the examination 
of any object, what that was which gave rise to it, 
or what that is v^iich will ultimately issue from it 
We see certain things conjoined, touching one another 
in apace, succeeding one another in time. That is rite 
1 impression ’ that reaches us, the original report of the 
' senses. Then, the ‘ idea ’ of necessary connection 
arises, is begotten in the mind, but it is only cus¬ 
tom that begets it. It therefore arises surreptitiously, 
so far as reason is concerned. It cannot authenticate 
itself. For example, you hear your friend speak, and 
you associate the words spoken with tho speaker; that 
is to say, your eyes a*l ears receive sundry ‘impres¬ 
sions’; and, as you have heard and seen your friend 
before, you get into tho habit of associating thoso im¬ 
pressions with him. Yosr only warrant, however, being 
custom, your act is rejected and disallowed by “the 
slightest philosophy.” In other words, the instinct 
which leads you to believo in tho necessary connection 
of things is destroyed, whenever you begin to be rational 
Such is the position taken up by Hume. • 

Slight reflection wi^ show its inadequacy; and, to 
make it the more obvious, let us change the illustra¬ 
tion. Suppose that in walking by the sea-shore I see 
a mark upon the sand, which I conclude to be a 
human footprint. I immediately infer that some one 
Jfaas recently passed that way; and, if there was any 
^iped^ feature in the footprint, corresponding to some 
itiersultuhor in the foot o4 a* person known to me, 
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I might with confidence infer who the indmfhal 
was' who had passed that way. This is an infer- ■ 
ence as to special or particular causation; ftut it is 
totally different from the belief, or judgment, or infer- ’ 
ence, that the print on tho sand must have had some 
cause, whether a human footfall or a different cause. 
The two things a;o totally distinct; and the latter, 
which is the distinctive judgment of causality, is yielded 
by any and by every phenomenon equally. It requires 
no accumulation of instances to warrant it, although it 
needs some slight experience to elicit it. It is intuitive, 
and in its intrinsic nature is unaffected by the discovery 
of particular antecedents and soquents in the chain of 
nature. 

The special point to be noted is that while the senses 
take note of phenomenal succession only, the intellect 
strikes through the phenomenal chain—anywhere and 
everywhere it is ablo to do so—and it discerns the inner 
vinculum, the tie of causality binding antecedent to 
sequent in tho grip of an a priori necessity. It is also 
to be observed that, while this judgment of causality 
flashes forth from the mind a priori, the tie of neces¬ 
sity which it discerns is one that binds the sequences 
perceived by the senses a posteriori. The source of the 
judgment of causality is within the mind that perceives 
it, but its evidence is not wholly subjective. Its evi¬ 
dence, like its sphere, is both within us and without. It 
is not created by tho cunning workmanship of -our own 
subjectivity. It is found within; and it flashes rforth 
into conscious evidence, when the mind comes into con¬ 
tact with those external phenomena that are jnexppeable 
without it » 




tf we now go bock upon the pioblem, and surrey it 
from oj&er points of view, the more overwhelming will 
be the evidencewof the distinction that has been drawn, 


* and the dearer will the issue*seem. .Let it be con¬ 
ceded to Hume that the knowledge wo acquire of the 
larger number of the qualities of objects is a knowledge 
of how they affect us; that iu nil the commoner states 
of consciousness we do not metaphorically pass over to 
objects, and find out their inner essence, or know oven 
remotely what they are “ in themselves,” that wo only 
know now they influence us. It is equally certain that 
the mere existence of any object before us, its extend¬ 
ed area, and the relation of its parts each to each, are 
known to us, not through the senses (though by the 
aid of sense), but that they are known as things that 
are independently ofeour experience. The things of 
sense reach us as manifold, not as single phenomena; 
as connected, not as isolated events. They affect us as 
plural, not as singular. • But when apprehended by us, 
grasped by the perceptive faculty of the recipient, these 
manifold, connected, plural phenomena are reduced to 
a kind of unity. First of all, they are grasped in the 
unity of consciousness. Next, we make use of non-ex- 
periential elements both to unfold, and to interpret, the 
mangold phenomena^of sense; that is to say, wo em¬ 
ploy those a priori categories, which make our experience 
what it is. Their source is within; and, when elicited 
in Belf-conBciousnees, they partly constitute, and partly 
regelate, our perception of the objects of sense. It is thus 
. that objects; given in sense, when grasped by the mind 
becqjne intelligible. Immediately afterwards they are 
planed by the understanding*in categories —that is to 
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say, they are reduced to their place in the orcter*of 
thought, as one or diverse, as whole or part, as detached 
or united. But this reference of the objects given by 
sense to the categories-is merely a development or ex¬ 
tension of the act by which they first become intelligible 
to us. Combined in tho unity of knowledge, they are 
made precise. They are reduced to greater precision by 
being referred to the categories, and tho two things 
may bo done simultaneously. The object is brought 
under the category in the very act of perception; and 
we cannot perceivo it, without bringing it under some 
category. This is true of each individual object; but 
then, when several objects are brought together for com¬ 
parison, a now reduction to category takes place, which 
is only a development of tho first act of perception. 
First of all, to receive tho impact-or inrush of 8ense-im- 
pressions, next to register and store them up, again to 
recall and compare them ono with another (or with new 
impressions),—in all this reception, recognition, and 
comparison wo are making use of tho categories, nolens 
volens. ' 

It is thus that we find, by an analysis of experience, 
that it involves and carries with it certain necessary 
elements. The mind of the knower is not entirely acted 
upon from without; but it brings forward sundry ele¬ 
ments of its own to the interpretation of what it knows. 
From the outer world (tho manifold of sense) impressions 
manifold flow in upon the mind.* Single and plural, 
coexistent and successive, they reach us, and affects us, 
and vanish. We know them to be diverse each from 
each, and to succeed each other one by one; bi^t, if 
they are our impressions, Nve must unite thorn together, 
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we* must combine the many in the one. Not only to 
interpret, but to receive them, we must know what we 
are receiving, and we must unify them. Some reach us 
simultaneously, i.c., we combine'them in spaco. Others 
reach us in succession, i.c., wo combino them in time. 
And if we distinguish thorn as ours, wo combine them 
in another unity of experience. But what aro wo doing 
in all this? Sense-experienco that was slowly pro¬ 
duced by the impact of the external world upon us, 
would only give us difference. It could not givo us 
unity, tint wo do unite our impressions, instinctively 
and inevitably, as they occur—simultaneously in spaco, 
and successively in time—and in both cases as our own. 
Is not this clear evidence that we employ a powor or 
faculty not derived from sense ? We cannot unify sense, 
any more than we can differentiate it by sense ; but wo 
bring in, and must bring in, the unifying and differentiat¬ 
ing categories. In the act of combining our impressions 
—whether it be an act »f conscious, or of unconscious 
synthesis—we put forth a power which senso did not 
give us ; and the knowledge to which we attain is due to 
the union of two elements, the one of which is subjec¬ 
tive and the other objective. Here it is that wo find 
our original dualism taken up into a monism, which 
transtjpnds but does npt alrolish it. AVo combino the 
differences of sense-experienco in a unity which docs 
not annihilate them, but which renders them intelligible. 
In other words, every" act of sense-perception is a syn- 
theti# ■ act, in which object and subject unite; and os 
they succeed each other in series, they aro bound to¬ 
gether as tlje acts of one and the same ego. They differ, 
it i» the same ; they change, it remains ; and as it lies 



beneath the differing and changing series, it also' tran¬ 
scends it. It is only thus .that 'experience ^becomes 
intelligible. Although in all experieeace there is an 
ultimate mystery unexplained and inexplicable, we can 
only make any act of knowledge intelligible by con¬ 
struing it as one in which self apprehends what is not 
self together with itself—that is to say, as an act by 
which the subject grasps both object and subject syn¬ 
thetically. , 

The differences, in the objects which we kppw,°are 
not due to the mere passive reception of a stream of 
influences; nor does the percipient create these differ¬ 
ences. They exist in the outward world, but they are 
also determined by the percipient self, and they are 
combined by the combining unit of self; while its act 
of combination transcends tile differences which it 
unites. Thus it may be said first to differentiate, and 
then, at a stroke, to take the differentiation away. It 
separates, that it may combine; and the act of com¬ 
bination has meaning only as a sequel to the separation, 
while the separation is intelligible only in tile light of 
the union. 
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CHAPTER V. 

BUS8IDIARY POINTS IN THE DOCTRINE OP KNOWLEDGE J 

PERSONAL IDENTITY, AND STATES OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 

There are a number of subsidiary points in the doctrine 
of knowledge, as unfolded by Hume, which may now 
be briefly referred to. From the general conception of 
mind as a bundle of detached perceptions, united by no 
underlying substance constituting “personal identity," 
many important results are deducible, and aro indeed 
logically inevitable. 

In one of the most interesting chapters of his ‘ Trea¬ 
tise,’ Hume proposes four things :— 

0 First, to explain the principium indivuituUumit, or prin¬ 
ciple of identity. Secondly, give a reason why the resem¬ 
blance of unbroken and interrupted perceptions induces us 
to attribute an identity to them. Thirdly, account for that 
propensity, which this illusion gives, to unite these broken 
appearances by a continued existence. Fourthly, and lastly, 
explain that force and vivacity of conception which arises • 

from the propensity.”—(Treatise, I., iv., § 2.) 

• < 

As to the first, he affirms that neither a single object 
nor % multiplicity of objects can convey the idea of 
iduktity to us; but bringing in the idea of time or dura- 
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tion, we suppose, “ by a fiction of the imagination,” tllat 
the object lasts on invariably and uninterruptedly, and 
comparing it “ in the different periods <jf its existence ’’ 
we get the ide% of identity. He then goes on to ask 
why the “ constancy of our perceptions makes us ascribe 
to them a perfect numerical identity.” He finds that 
when objects resemble each other, we naturally and 
readily pass from the one to the other, and sometimes 
without perceiving that we do so. "When we fix our 
thought on any object which remains the same fiom 
moment to moment, we suppose the change to*Se only 
in the time; and “ a succession of related objects is con¬ 
sidered with the same smooth and uninterrupted pro¬ 
gress of the imagination as attends the view of the same 
invariable object.” “The passage between related ideas 
is smooth and easy.” The thought “slides along the 
succession with equal facility as if it considered only 
one object, and therefore confounds the succession with 
the identity.” It is this “ smooth passage of our thought 
along our resembling perceptions ” that “ makes us ascribe 
to them an identity,” ' 

As to the third point, Hume has to explain how it is 
that we get into the habit of uniting our broken percep¬ 
tions by this illusion of a continuous existence. He 
admits that wo suppose the objects we perceive to^ist, 
and to continue, independently of our perception of 
them ; but he adds that “ what we call mind is nothing 
but a heap or collection of different perceptions united 
together by certain relations, and supposed (though 
falsely) to be endowed with a perfect simplioity and 
identity." Then, in reference to the external object* of 
perception, he says that % an interrupted appearance h> | 
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the senses implies not necessarily an interruption in ex¬ 
istence. Thfl supposition of the continued existence of 
sensibt#*objtects involves*no contradiction.” “We may 
remove the seeming interruption by feigning a continued 
being which may fill the intervals.” But as we not 
only feign, but also believe in, this continued existence, 
Hume has, in the fourth place, to determine whence this 
belief arises; and falling back on his old position that 
belief is only a vivid or vivacious ‘idea’—derived, 
’ of course, from some precedent ‘impression’ — he has 
only W account for the vivacity of the idea in ques¬ 
tion. We feign the notion of a continued exist¬ 
ence or identity in the object, in order to ovoid the 
contradiction in which wo would bo involved by sup¬ 
posing a constant interruption in our perceptions. But 
it is a false supposition that any object pcrceived"by us 
remains identically the same after a break in our per¬ 
ception of it. Therefore the supposition of this identity 
cannot arise from reason but only from imagination, by 
which we “bestow an identity on our resembling per¬ 
ceptions.” This propension to bestow an identity on 
our resembling perceptions “produces the fiction of 
their continued existence;” but that, “as well as the 
identity, is really false.” 

In the second chapter of the ‘ Treatise ’ Hume goes on 
to expose what he takes to be the fallacy of the con¬ 
tinued existence of objects. All perception is dependent 
on our organs, and therefore changes with the changes 
whjpji these organs undergo. He will not admit that 
the objects we perceive are distinct from our perception 
■- a|- them. Here his Berkeleyanism is pronounced. “ Ho 
• brijigs aid ever present to the mind but perceptions.” 
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, It therefore follows that, while we may discern sundry 
' ' relations connecting our different “ perceptions,” we can 
never discover any relation between our “ perceptions ” 
and the objects we perceive. 

The sequel to this is specially instructive. Hume 
tries to show how the common opinion of mankind, 
while directly contrary to the system of the philoso¬ 
phers, is also related to it. First, he says, “our per¬ 
ceptions are our only objects: resembling perceptions 
are the same.” Their apparent interruption is “con- 1 
trary to their identity.” It therefore “extert&s not 
beyond the appearance, and the object really continues 
to coexist.” But a little reflection shows that our per¬ 
ceptions have a dependent existence, and it might 
therefore be supposed it would also show that they had 
a continued existence; but it is r not so. “ Though we 
dearly perceive the dependence and interruption of our 
perceptions, we stop short in our career, and never upon 
that account rojoct the notion tl of an independent and 
continued existence. That opinion has taken such deep 
root in the imagination, that it is impossible ever to 
eradicate it.” He then says that, to get out of the 
difficulty,’ we frame the hypothesis “of tho double 
existence of perceptions and objects.” This philoso¬ 
phical system he describes ns the “offspring of two 
principles which are contrary to each other, but vHiich 
are both at once embraced by the mind, and which are 
unable mutually to destroy each pther.” Imagination' 
and reflection are opposed, and we elude the cqqtra- 
diotion by resorting to a new fiction. We ascribe the 
“interruption to our perceptions, and the continuance 
to objects.” Hume, of» course, does not aooept^ at 4m 
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r, he proceeds 

to state two objections to it; and yet be concludes by 
saying that he finds no gtbund for putting implicit faith 
. either in our sehses or in our reason, and that sceptical 
doubt as to both of them is “ a malady which can never 
be radically cure<U? “ It is impossible, upon any sys¬ 
tem, to defend either our understanding or senses; and 
we but expose them farther when wo endeavour to 
justify them.” 

> In the sixth section of this book, entitled “ Of Per¬ 
sonal Hontity,” Ilumo develops his position still fur¬ 
ther. He begins with the old contention — show mo 
the ‘ impression ’ from which this 1 idea ’ of self arises; 
for, if you cannot, no such idea can bo valid. Next, ho 
asks how all our particular, different, and distinguished 
energies can belong to this hypothetical self, and bo 
connected with it 1 He says that each of them “ may 
exist separately,” and that they “ have no need of any¬ 
thing to support their existence.’’* When he “enters 
most intimately into what he calls liinutelf,” he “ always 
stumbles on some particular." And as with himself, 
so with the race. Mankind are “ nothing but a bundle 
or collection of different ]»rcoptions which succeed each 
other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a per¬ 
petual flux or movement” To account for the individu¬ 
ality “in which people* believe, wo must “account for 
that identity which we attribute to plants and animals, 
there being a great analogy betwixt it and tho identity 
of a self or person.” 

riere, as before, Hume finds that we confound the 
notion of a succession of related objects with the con¬ 
tinuance of an identical object; and this, though a 
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fiction of the imagination, is extremely natural. _“-}Ve 
feign the continued existence of the perceptions of our 
senses to remove the interruption; and run into the 
notion of a soul, and sejf, and substanch, to disguise the. 
variation.” The proof of this is to be found in the 
fact that “all objects to which we ascribe identity 
consist of a succession of related objects.” Suppose 
some huge mass of matter before us, to which we 
ascribe individuality. It possesses and preserves its 
identity to us only so long as nothing is taken from* 
it; but if a substraction bo made, and bo very>ftinute, 
its identity is of course destroyed, and yet wo do not 
perceive it, and may continue to speak of it as the 
same; and, in a sense, it in the same. Loss of a part 
alters the elements that go to constitute the whole. It 
introduces a change into tho object, but it does not 
make the object itself different. Tho caso becomes 
much stronger when we pass from things inanimate to 
things vital. Organisms that are always changing their 
constituents do not lose their identity by doing so. 
Hay, this incessant change, the coming add going of 
atomic particles, is tho very condition of the life of 
organisms, and therefore of their identity. 1 

Hume was too acute not to perceive this. He saw 
that tho acorn and tho oak, the child and tho man, were 
apparently one throughout all theostages of their growth; 
but he held that their identity was a fiction of the 
imagination, that there was no real oneness. And it 

was tho samo with tho identity “which we ascribe to 

• o 

1 It i> to be observed, however, that the case is precisely similar, 
though not so obvious, in the inorganic masses that constitute objects. 
Atomic change is inoessant, evgn within the hardest mineral mass. 
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thsMpind of man,” itwas “fictitious” merely. For sup¬ 
port^ he fell back upon his old contention that there 
is no foil causation amongst phenomena, but that the 
. causal nexus resolves itself, when scrutinised, into an 
association of ideas by custom. Therefore ho concluded 
that the identity w» ascribe to objects and to ourselves is 
not real, but is a union of the imagination, effected by the 
help of what he called “ the three uniting principles in the 
ideal world,” viz., resemblance, contiguity, and causation; 
••and that our notions of personal identity are all duo to 
“ the flfeooth and uninterrupted progress of thought 
along a train of connected ideas.” Memory is the chief 
“source of personal identity”; not, however, as produc¬ 
ing, but only as discovering it—which disclosure is an 
illusion. It is from memory that we “ acquire the notion 
of causation ”; and tlugi wo extend the chain of causes 
beyond tho range of memory, and think of ourselves as 
having experienced what wo have entirely forgotten. 

In all this wo see tho i^mo psychological inadequacy, 
tho same misreading of consciousness, analytic poverty 
and helplessness, that we have previously noted. A 
succession of states of mind lms no meaning, except in 
relation to the substrate of self that underlies the suc¬ 
cession, giving it coherence, identity, and intelligibility. 
The states are different, but the self — whoso states 
they ftre—is tho same. * Tho mind of man has no “con¬ 
tents,” in the sense in which a book has contents, or in 
which a mountain liaj^ strata, or oven in which a plant 
has its constitutive parts of root, stem, branches, and 
leaves. TJie physical analogy is irrelevant, although 
even that a&alogy does not bear out the contention of 
HumdJ becabse —as already stated—the identity of plant 
XL 
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and animal is unaffected by the loss of their constituent 
atoms, and even by the occasional loss of members. But 
the mind, existing underneath* its states, and dbls, and 
operations, does^ not derive its contents from without, 
and arrange them afterwards as casual furniture within. 
It has them—at least the most essential part of them-*— 
from the first; and these contents are afterwards shaped, 
reduced to order, differentiated, by its contact with the 
outward world; the formative factor—and that the 
central clement in the whole process—being the per¬ 
sonal self within. “ I ” am a series, a succ^Son, a 
changing stream of thought, feelings, ‘ impressions ’—* 
that is all that Hume can tell mo ; but if all that I am 
is this series of successive and detached ‘ impressions,’ 
which I subsequently recall and bring back upon the 
stage of my experience as 1 idcyis ’—how are they my 
impressions and my ideas 1 To make them mine, “ I ” 
must exist beneath them or within them, and in a sense 
before them. To gdi't the impressions into unity, there 
must be a uniting self; and wo can nover get our senae- 
experience oven focussed for us, by a mere physical 
process of ‘ impressions ’ from without. 

There are two corollaries of this position which Hume 
consistently deduces. The first is that external causes 
determine internal states; and in tho maintenance of 
this, Hume’s disciples in this country have developed 
his doctrino still more logically. They boldly affirm 
that the elements of consciousness are to be sought in 
bodily states and changes. All mental states tyrp the 
effect of physical causes; and therefore, all mental 
operations are, iff the last analysis, men “cerebral 
functions.” It would be a perfectly gr alid rejoinder to 
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aarf that physical states are the effect of mental causes ; 
and therefbre, that cerebral functions are due to mental 
operations. Byt the truth is that neither are all mental 
1 states produced by physical ones, noi; are all physical 
results due to mental causes Cerebral states are never 
the sole causes ot thought and feeling (subjectivo ex¬ 
perience) ; but they are elements which co-operate to the 
production of the result. The physical (the material) 
may do its part, and yet no mental or emotive result 
’ may follow. 1 may be in a room where a brilliant light 
is burirtng, and where music is being played, and yet I 
may neither see the one nor hear the other; and if I am 
conscious of both, in order to that consciousness I must 
put into active exercise a power within me that is not 
tho mere result of “ molecular changes of the nerve 
apparatus” Those madorn followers of Hume affirm, 
with a bland dogmatic air, that the mental phenomena 
are tho effects of material ones: and that, they sav, 
merely means that they«are jitrrrim/ by these material 
phenomena; and they go on to affirm, in consequence of 
this, that the more deeply it is studied, the materialistic 
position will bo seen to l>o unassailable, but that tho 
idealistic position is unassailable also! If that is not 
affirming and denying the same thing at the same time, 
the idealism commenced is a very secondary and spectral 
affair— a sort of lunar ftoetrine, shorn of all its splendour, 
and even of significance. It is certainly not the doctrine 
of any idealist of not<* from Plato to Ferrier. It is much 
the $}tne as the admission of this school that ideas are 
innate, when it turns out that all they admit is that 
mental states are the product of the reaction of the 
organism on an unknown caifce. 



But modem materialism points us to the discovery of 
the law of the correlation of all forces, and the trans¬ 
formation of energy. It reminds us that we cat> prove 
that heat is but a mode Of motion, and that every one of 
the so-called physical forces pass and repass into each 
other endlessly. But what proof doe* it give, or can be 
given, that consciousness is but a mode of motion, or 
that it is produced by physical causes solely ? Nerve- 
force is a definite measurable quantity ; but it has never 
been known to pass into thought, or to be transmu^d 
into consciousness. We have no evidence that tfi? non- 
vital forces pass into the vital, that life is a mode of 
motion; still less that unconscious energies ever become 
conscious ones, by dint of mere manipulation in the 
secret laboratory of Nature. Modem materialism 
affirms—just like that of antiquity and of the eighteenth 
century—that matter can give rise to mind, that con¬ 
sciousness is evolved out of the unconscious; while 
modem idealism is j*ust as explicit in its denial of the 
possibility of any such evolution. There is no doubt 
that idealists are warranted in affirming, (1) that the 
identity of all forco lias not been proved; and (2) 
that, if it were proved, tho radical notion with which 
we must start, in our conception and interpretation of it, 
is derived not from matter but froni mind. 

Another point to be noted is* tho close connection 
between tho nominalist doctrine—which Hume received 
from Berkeley—and his agnostic doctrine of substance 
and of personal identity. It was a very old thegjy of 
the schools, which Berkeley rehabilitated (though it was 
ouriously out of harmony with the tenor of his own 
philosophical idealism), that genera are bat the ntynes 
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whi«h we attach to • number of particular things. This 
theory, for .which Hurm^ thanks Berkeley, considering it 
“one of (the greatest and most valuable ili&oivrie*,’’ is 
connected with much else in his philosophy. If univer¬ 
sale are only the names by which wo describe a scries of 
individual things, if thero lx' no real category under 
which we subsume them, all our knowledge dissolves in 
a string of particulars. Wo know nothing but units; 
and these units we cannot unite in a wholo that includes 
thom^ In other words, for us there is no philosophy; 
science is all wo can attain to. This, it will Ihj olwerved, 
is in strictest keeping with the derivation of knowledge 
from without, and its origin in material sense-impres¬ 
sions. Tho nominalist doctrine is inconsistent with tho 
recognition of sulwtancc as a generic clement underlying 
particular and speeifh? phenomena; while tho recogni¬ 
tion of substance as a generic element distinct from, and 
underlying |>articular and specific phenomena, carries with 
it a counter-doctrine to* that of the nominalists. And 
so we come lxick, ns l>eforo, to the question, “ Can wo 
get beyond tho particulars, the iwliriilm in a series, so 
as to reach a universal, which is tho archetype of which 
the individuals are an illustration?” If wo can, then 
“genera’’are moro than generic “terms.” Wo do not 
creche them; we find them. Wo recognise them as 
roally existing, and tlfo story of tho universe becomes to 
us not a mere string of occurrences, a kaleidoscope of 
change ; but it is thft evolution in time of those eternal 
ideas, whfch lie at the root of individual things, and 
which, ill their entrance and exit amongst tho pheno- 
meqjf of gense, are unaffected by them. 

The nominalist position may be met, and has ai- 
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ways been met, by the simple assertion—on the testi¬ 
mony of conscious experience— r not that we fire able to 
frame general ideas, but that we have them, we possess 
them, and feel ourselves possessed by them. They are 
elicited in experience through our contact with par¬ 
ticular things. Wo do not first collect the particulars, 
and place them in an artificial frame or category, there¬ 
after naming them so and so : but we find the category,' 
(that lies within us in a latent state,) evolvo itself into 
life, step by step with our experience of the particulate, 
which it takes up or embraces within it. The genera 
are not dependent on the particulars, nor the particulars 
upon the genera. They coexist, and are mutually illus¬ 
trative ; because the particulars have no meaning apart 
from the genera, by which they are embraced; while the 
genera have no sphere beyond tht particulars, in which 
they are mirrored. Tho formation of these genera 
or classes is not dependent on language. They are 
formed before languago is articulate. They arise in 
dreams. They are experienced by deaf mutes. We are 
more vividly conscious of them when we are silent, than 
when we embody them in speech. It is true that tho 
process of ovolving and forming general conceptions— 
and the further process of idealisation—is greatly aided 
by language. It is defined, and made more expressive by 
the help of spoken and of written words. But to make 
language a creative instrument, and to ascribe the for¬ 
mation of all genoral notions to an afct by which, the mind 
merely sums up particulars, and sets down the result in 
a sort of mental arithmetic, is to travesty fact, and to 
put an airy hypothesis in its place. * 
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CHAPTER Vd. 

THEORY OF MORAI.M, AND OF THE WI1 .U 

Hume’s ‘ Inquiry Concerning tin.' Principles of Morals,’ 
published in 1752, was, in his own words, “of nil my 
writings, historical, philosophical, and literary, incompar¬ 
ably tho best.” In literary completeness and practi¬ 
cal valuo, it may probably lx; ranked next to the 
‘Political Discourses.’* The ‘Treatise’ was philosophi¬ 
cally much more important, both in substance and in 
its results ; but this lxiok on Morals is, in its own 
sphere, a maturer work* and its philosophical modera¬ 
tion—both in stating opinions, and in the tone adopted 
towards preceding writers — as well as its admirable 
wealth of illustration, must not lie overlooked. 

Hume’s ethical theory was a real, though an uncon¬ 
scious, development from that of Iloblxrs, nay, from the 
ethics of Epicurus an(j Lucretius, just as— 

“ Da Vincis derive in due time from Dellos.” 

He was ^miliar with Hoblx-s, and he knew the sub¬ 
sequent history of ethical thought in England, through 
Lockft Clarke, and Shaftesbury, and his own contem¬ 
poraries, Butler and Ilutchesqp. A single glance at the 
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indebtedness. 
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Hobbes had explicitly announced a §elfish theory of 
the origin of hiynan action. According to him, man 
had boon originally a solitary, and therefore a selfish 
being; and although, as society developed, ho has seemed 
to lose his selfishness, it has been seeming only, all 
human action being really self-regarding, whether avow¬ 
edly so or not. 

Locke followed Hobbes, for the most part, in his dis¬ 
cussion of this doctrine, modifying without abandoning 
the position that pleasure is the pole-star of life, and 
veiling it somewhat by his recognition of elements that 
were inconsistent with it. The cardinal distinction be¬ 
tween good and evil was, however, whittled down to the 
difference between pleasure and fain, as it always must 
bo when actions are tested solely by their results. 

With Shaftesbury a reaction set in. He sought the 
moral basis of conduct, not i«< any anticipated pleas¬ 
ure resulting from action, but in the good of society 
at large, which he maintained should be consciously 
aimed at by the individual. The “ appetite for 
private good ” was not in itself evil, but only when 
“excessive,” and when inconsistent with an “affec¬ 
tion for the public good.” Shaftesbury held that 
there was an instinct implanted i-i us which tends to 
goodness, an innate and a disinterested regard for the 
wellbeing of others; but that wo .discriminate actions 
through “a moral sense,” which decides that virtue is 
pleasurable and vieo painful, just as the palate decides 
in reference to things bitter and sweet. Although in 
this ho adopted the root-principle of the philosophy 
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of sensation, Shaftesbury’s main attack was directed 

• again# vrhaj; he considered the monstrous notion that all 
benevolence has» self for its object, disguised under an 
apparent regard for others. But, on the whole, his 
ethics were meagre, and his system inconsistent. 

The teaching of Shaftesbury was developed by Francis 
Hutcheson, who published his ‘ Ijujuiry into Beauty 
acul Virtue’ in 1725. lie held that a large, part of 

# human action—and all the more commendable part— 
proeu^l^d from a positive interest in our fellow-men, 
and aimed directly at their good ; and that such 
action was approved by an interior moral sense, its 
disinterestedness arising out of “the very frame of our 
nature"; but lie overshot the mark, and taught that 
in every moral act we have a regard to the general, and 
not to individual good.* To Hutcheson, however, ns to 
Shaftesbury, the moral standard was found in the ten¬ 
dency of actions, and the best action was that which 
produced the greatest haziness of the greatest number. 

Of a totally dilferent character was Butler's system. 
Partly intellectual and partly emotive, it was avowedly 
an experimental study of human nature as an “ economy 
or constitution.” He found in it a sort of hierarchy of 
powers or tendencies. On the lowermost iloor there 
were Jhe simple irreflcctive instincts, appetites unillu¬ 
mined by thought. AlCivc these were the two principles 
of rational self-love and of liencvolenee towards others, 
which work togethef toward a common end. The 
disinterestdfiness of the latter was as obvious ns the 
intorestedness of our private and personal desires, 
simply because it seeks an # object, and tends out 
toward that object. But above benevolence, as well 
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as above our primitive desires, was a principle of rational 
judgment as to the quality of, actions, the, conscience, 
which arbitrates amongst competing actions, approv¬ 
ing of some ami 1 disapproving of others. Butler’s main 
contribution to ethical theory was his elevation of 
the “conscience” as the arbiter of right and wrong, 
in place of the “.moral sense” of Shaftesbury. It 
stood as a sort of a judge enthroned amongst the other 
powers, its right of control or superintendence being 
involved in its very existence. Human natui^ was 
thus to him under a monarchical, and not a republican 
government; and virtue was what the conscience au¬ 
tocratically sanctioned, vice what it authoritatively 
condemned, ‘ conscience ’ being the faculty which ap¬ 
proved of the right and disapproved of tho wrong. 
As a theory, this was neither “strikingly original, nor 
peculiarly convincing. To define the morally good as 
that which tho conscience approves of, and to define 
the conscience as that which 'magisterially approves of 
tho good, is really to beat round about tho speculative 
bush, if not to wander in the maze of a circular intel¬ 
lectual puzzle; and in ascertaining why the conscience 
approves of one set of actions, and disapproves of an¬ 
other—why some are right and others wrong—Butler 
fell back on their healthful or injurious tendency, and 
the utilitarian test came in as clearly as it did in the 
ethics of Socrates. 

The thoistic element which ‘Butler recognised in 
conscience was, however, noteworthy, and' was “quite 
as valuable a contribution to morals ns tho rational 
eloment signalised by Cudworth and Clarke Hqbhes’s 
dogmatic affirmation of the selfish principle had .been 
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met by Cudworth by an equally dogmatic asser- 
• tion ofc “ eternal and immutable morality,” in con¬ 
formity to widely on our part, good conduct consisted. 
In this Clarke followed him, maintaining that immu¬ 
table distinctions were as clearly revealed in the moral 
sphere, as tho difference between truth and falsehood 
in tho intellectual. Both writers -were dogmatic, un- 
historical, a priori, and absolute. Clarke’s doctrine, that 
.virtue lies in conformity to right reason, or to tho 
eterBal»“ fitness of things,” was exceedingly vague; and 
it proved as ineffective, practically, ns were the old arith¬ 
metical conceptions of the Pythagorean school. Still 
there are important links of connection between tho 
ethics of Clarke, and those of Butler and Shaftesbury; 
and there are also elements in the teaching, both of Clnrko 
and of Shaftesbury, whifli take us back to Plato and tho 
Stoics for their original germs, and onward to Kant for 
their full evolution. Before Hume’s, 1 Inquiry ’ came out, 
Hartley had published %is ‘Observations on Mail’ 
(1749). Hartley traced "Verytliing back to sensation ; 
and, with the help of the principle of association, tried 
to exhibit the growth of all our higher tendencies from 
that root; but as his work exercised no direct influ¬ 
ence on Hume, it is unnecessary to indicate how he 
work%l out his fundamental principle. So much for 
Hume’s predecessors ethical philosophy in England. 

In tho 1 Inquiry into the Principles of Morals,’ we 
have a new version of the third volume of the ‘ Trea¬ 
tise’f* but ficithcr of these is a direct development of 
antecedent ethical doctrine in England. Although they 
show #bviou@ affinities with Hobbes, they take us back 
to Bpicurus and his school. In morals Ilume bases 
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everything on sentiment. Season is regarded by him 
as a sort of lamp, to be occasionally lit, in order o fco teach • 
the passions how to act;, but it is not-reason, it is feel- 
ing (in other werds, pleasure and pain) that is our ulti¬ 
mate guide as to the kind of actions that are to be per¬ 
formed or shunned by us. To the question, why do 
actions please us?..the answer returned is, they please 
us because they aro useful, but useful not only to our¬ 
selves individually, but to the race at large; in other, 
words, because they advance the general welfare^- Em¬ 
pathy with others being an original tendency of our 
nature, and a counteractive to the instinct of personal 
gratification. 

The notion of a first principle or immutable law in 
the intellectual sphere having been set aside—both in 
the 1 Treatise ’ and the ‘ 1 nquiry*'—it followed that there 
was no first principle or immutablo law in the moral 
sphere; but then, ,custom might establish some very 
stringent secondary laws; and while wholly secular in 
its origin, tho practice of virtue might be shown to be 
highly useful to tho race. "With all his hatred for what 
ho doomed metaphysical chimeras, Hume had a respect 
approaching to reverence for mundane law, and the sober 
lessons of experience. lie studied tho phenomena of 
human conduct in tho same cool-analytic fashion^as he 
examined tho process of perception, or our relations 
to the external world ; and morality beeamo to him a 
new sort of natural history : but!" on that very account, 
it was not a sphere in reference to which'* thefff was 
any room for doubt or indifference, or for acting as 
one pleased. It was a region over which law and 
order reigned, and from which, therefore, all phantoms 
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should be chased, and every rag of superstition brushed 
aside. 

His bfcok'on Morals has not been regarded by pos- 
•terity so liighly ns the ‘Treatise' or the ‘Essays,’ partly 
because the utilitarian theory has been wrought out 
much more fully eiftce Ilume’s day; but it has n sj>ecial 
value of its own. In the introductory section he deals 
with tho “general principles of morals.” Those who 
question “the reality of moral distinctions" he even 
‘“rnjiks amongst disingenuous disputants.” ’With any 
one wfuAlenied the difference between right and wrong 
ho would not argue, but “would leave him to him¬ 
self.” It was very different, however, with the question 
of the “foundations of morals, whether they lie derived 
from reason or sentiment,”- -whether we reach them by 
argument or by intuiting—whether they bind the entire 
universe, or are peculiar to mankind. Hume first, and 
characteristically, states some arguments on lmth sides 
of tho controversy. AVe *ould scarcely debate the ques¬ 
tion, if reason were not the basis ; but then, argument 
never stirs the active jMovers, and sentiment must be its 
root, if morality is to issue in good conduct Hr 
therefore “su-qiccts”—and this is one of the ltest in¬ 
stances of Ilume’s practical eclecticism—that “reason 
and sentiment concur in almost all moral determina- 
tions. The “ final sentence ” which we pass on human 
conduct deltoids, it is probable, on “some internal sense, 
universal in the who!*: species;’’ but to pave the way 
for it^exerjgso, intellectual reasoning is necessary. There¬ 
fore tho general approbation of mankind on the one 
hand, and the general censure on the other, may deter¬ 
mine ^or us the quality of actlbns as resjtectivcly virtu- 
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ous or vicious. If we can ascertain what that is which is 
common to all admirable actions, and what that is in 
which all blamable ones agree, we will*“reach the 
foundations of ethics, afid find those universal principles • 
from which all censure and approbation are ultimately 
derived;” and as this is a question of fact, we “canonly 
expect success by following the experimental method,” 
and applying the samo principles to moral as to natural 
philosophy. 

Hume next discusses the subject of “benevolence”;' 
and from the number of synonymous terms lib ‘’makes 
use of in describing it, it will bo seen that to him the 
virtue is a wide one. “The epithets sociable, good- 
natared, humane, merciful, grateful, friendly, generous, 
beneficent, or their equivalents, are known in all lan¬ 
guages, and universally express the highest merit which 
human nature is capable 'of attaining.” The special 
point which he notes, howover, and tho chief merit of 
the virtue, is tho happiness or benefit which results to 
society from its practice. “The utility resulting from 
the social virtues forms at least a part of their merit, 
and is one source of that regard so'universally paid to 
them.” “ In all determinations of morality this circum¬ 
stance of public utility is over principally in view.” 
How much of tho merit of actions is due to their utility 
he discusses later on. ^ * 

In the next section, “Of Justice,” he maintains that 
“ public utility is tho sole origin of Justice.” He sup¬ 
poses a state of matters in which every onq woujfl get 
what he wished or needed, without labour .or toil, by 
simply taking it. In such a state there would be no 
sense of property, of “mine” or “thine.’* “fiwtice 
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wot/ltf be an idle ceretfonial, and could never possibly 
have place 14 the catalogue of the virtues.” Similarly, if 
the viftae id benevolenSe were universal, and no one 
. ever thought of ’defrauding another, “the use of justice 
would be suspended by such extensive lienovolence.” 
“Every man being>a second self to another, would trust 
all his interests to tho discretion of every man, without 
distinction; and tho whole human Aco would form one 
family." Such a community of goods has been tried ; 
• and when it 1ms been abandoned, it has been because of 
the “tc*uming selfishness of men,” and therefore it was 
necessary to fall back on justice, Iwcauso of its use to 
mankind. In a case exactly the reverse of this, when 
the whole of society was in tho utmost extremity, “tho 
strict laws of justice would be suspended, and would 
give placo to the necessity of self - preservation j ” so 
that, again, tho use of tho virtuo is to “ procure happi¬ 
ness and security, by preserving order in society.” Self- 
defence against assault, # tho punishment of criminals, 
and nations going to war, are all eases of the “suspen¬ 
sion of the ordinary rules of justice” for tho greater 
benefit of the individual, or of society. If you “render 
justice useless, you totally destroy its essence, and sus- 
' pend its obligation uj>on mankind.” Tho poetical fic¬ 
tion of a golden age of aboriginal peace, and the philo¬ 
sophical fiction of the first human stato as one of war, 
each indicate a state! in which tho virtue of justico 
could not possibly arise. Were there a species of 
creatures jncapable of resisting us in any way, our 
relation to them could not be social, and the virtue of 
justice would be useless. Were each one self-centred or 
soliUfty, he would be incapabk of justice; but as soon 



192 


Hume. 


« f. 

as society begins to be formed, m the establishment of 
the family bond there is a sphere for justice; and as 
the social area widens by th6 union of families, the 
sphere of justice extends! Again, the good of mankind, 
or the interest of society, is the only end contemplated 
by legislation; and every writer on “ the laws of na¬ 
ture,” with whatever principle he starts, invariably ends 
in this. Again, if private rights may ever be set aside 
for the sake of the common good, the utilitarian end is 
again apparent. And further, in determining what is 
any one man’s property, utility must bo our rulo,‘or wo 
land in whimsies, or in frivolous and perhaps burdensome 
superstitions. Justice is not weakened, but strengthened, 
in being thus founded on utility. 

In a section added to this chapter, in a subsequent 
edition, Hume tries to show jhe inadequacy of the 
theory which ascribes the sentiment of justice to an 
“original instinct”; and here wo find the old defect 
already traced—viz.; liis atoipic individualism—cling¬ 
ing to him, and marring his ethics. He says that if it 
sprang from original instinct, wo “ would require ten 
thousand different instincts.” He cannot see unity in 
the variety, the one beneath the manifold. Wo would 
not havo required, he thinks, “ a hundred volumes of 
laws, or a thousand volumes of constitutions,” to deal with 
the subject of inheritance and contract, if the prirtfciple 
of justice had been an original instinct. The history of 
legal debate proves that reason, and not instinct, is at 
work, and has been at work from the beginning. r In¬ 
stinct is uniform, reason is diverse. Had instinct been 
the original factor, uniformity and not variety would 
have characterised the ruies of proporty. Hts concludes 
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that the “necessity of justieo to the support of society*is 
the sole foundation of tJjc virtue ; ” and he thinks that, 
by folhfoing tl^o rules of research laid down in the 
’‘Principia,’ 1 we may conclude that .utility “is the 
source of a considerable part of the merit ascribed to 
humanity, benevofence, friendship, public spirit, &c., 
as it is the sole source of the moral approbation paid 
to fidelity, justice, veracity, and integrity.” 

The most important section, however, of this notc- 
'wosth^ treatise is the one entitled, “Why Utility 
pleasea* Hume appeals to the fact that the usefulness 
of an action is its chief title to praise in common life; 
but tho utility of the social virtues has led south to 
infer that all moral distinctions are duo to education, 
and that they were invented by politicians to make men 
tractable. Education, however, though it may increase 
or diminish, cannot create our approbation of one set of 
actions, and our disapprobation of others. 

“Had nature made no (fistinction founded on the origi¬ 
nal constitution of the mind, the words honourable and 
shameful , lovely and odious, noble and despicable, had never 
any place in any language ; nor could politicians, had they 
invented these terms, ever been able to render them intel¬ 
ligible, or make them even convey an idea to the audi¬ 
ence.” 

This is a very signifcant admission on the part of 
Hume ; and it only reilured to lie widened out, and in 
particular to Ire extended from tho moral to the intellec¬ 
tual ^hert* to give us a totally now version of human 
nature. But it is curious that, in this very chapter, ho 
distinctly declines to carry the principle ho has grasped 
• > Book in. 
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into “ the ahstruser studies oi Logic and Metaphysics.” 
He considers that the social virtues have " 


“a natural beauty and ,amiableness which at first, ante¬ 
cedent to all precept and education, recommends them to ' 
the esteem of uninstructed mankind, and engages their affec¬ 
tions ; and as the public utility of 'these virtues is the 
chief circumstance whence they derive their merit, it fol¬ 
lows that the end which they have a tendency to promote 
must be some way agreeable to us.” 

Thus the voice of nature and of experience Jpoth* 
plainly opposo the selfish theory. Hume joints to 
cases in which the “ utmost subtilty of imagination 
couhl not discover any appearance of self-interest,” and 
to others in which we praise “what is prejudicial to our 
particular interest.” lie finds that a regard for what 
lies beyond self is involved in the very notion of utility. 
An action is useful; but for wliat? .Not for the interest 
of tho actor only, but for the interests of those towards 
whom his action tends. In itliis Ilume thinks we find 
“one great source of moral distinctions.” 

But tho public or general interest may be held to bo 
our own private interest disguised t>r transformed. This, 
however, is an inadequate theory; because wo can easily 
find out, by an experimrntum cnia's, that public interest is 
often contrary to our private interest, and yet is preferred 
and followed. “ It follows that everything whicla con¬ 
tributes to the happiness of society, recommends itself 
directly to our approbation and goodwill.” 

Towards tho close of this section, in tho coursft.of an 
interesting discussion, Ilumo drops several hints on the 
subject of sympathy, which were afterwards wrought out 
by his friend Adam Smith in his ‘ Theory of Moral £>enti- 
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mente.’ Utility ho considers to be tho “ foundation of 
the chief part of morals; ” but tho useful tendency of 
actions •‘•moves us not with any regard to self-interest.” 

• It is rather a “tendency to the public good, and to tho 
promotion of peace, harmony, and order in society.” 

Tho two remaining sections of the ‘ Inquiry ’ are 
devoted to a discussion on the “qualities useful to our¬ 
selves” (such as discretion, industry, frugality, honesty, 
fidelity), and of those “ immediately agreeable to others ” ; 

* and, in the conclusion of the hook, he returns to the 

proposition that personal merit is due to the possession 
of qualities that are either useful or agreeable to our¬ 
selves or others ; and that it is the both of the 

personal and of tho social virtues, that is the “solo 
foundation of their merit.” 

There are four appendices to the ‘Inquiry,’ to two 
of which reference may be briefly made, because of 
sundry admissions they contain, fatal to utilitarianism. 
Tho first is “Concerning Moral Sentiment.” In this 
Ilumo adds to his former contention five arguments why 
reason, though it has a share, in the matter, cannot he 
“ the sole source of morals.’ ’ 1. lie asks, In what does 

tho demerit of ingratitude consist? It does not concern 
a matter of fact, nor docs it consist in the relation of one 
fact to another, nor of a particular action to the rule of 
right. 2. Benson must first do its work in ascertaining 
tho relation of act to aict, and of power to power; and 
then sentiment comes ti i to complete the process; and it 
is no^in t^o discovery of the relations, but in the senti¬ 
ments that arise after that discovery, that “ all moral 
determinations consist.” 3. Beauty in objects does 
not Reside in the parts, but “ results from the whole,”— 



196 Hume. 

e ti 

a striking admission from Humo,—and therefore the 
discovery of the relation of part to part try the reason 
does not give rise to it. It is duo to ^the fedfing that 
springs up fronj, the contemplation of the whole; and 
similarly with regard to moral beauty. 4. Mere in¬ 
tellectual relations subsist between “inanimate objects, 
where there is no room for morality; and, 5. We can¬ 
not go on for ever asking a reason for the .thing wo do, 
and a reason for that again; and as we must pause 
somewhere in our search for causes, wo must rest in 
something that is done, not because of any oth&r thing, 
or for any other end, but oH tlx own account; and 
virtue, says Ilume, in a remarkable sentence, “ is an end 
desirable on its own account, without fee or reward, 
merely for the immediate satisfaction which it conveys.” 
The function of reason is to discover objects as they 
really are, and therefore it gives us the knowledge of 
truth and falsehood ; the ofiiee of feeling is to give us 
internal sentiment, directed otoward virtue and vice 
respectively, and therefore to become a motive to virtue. 
There is no doubt that Humo assigned to reason a 
function in ethics much less nobler than that which he 
assigned to feeling. He thought it had no motive 
power. 1 Its excreiso made human nature calm, and 
therefore torpid in action; whyreas feeling, emotion, 
sentiment, roused to action. , 

In the second appendix to the ^Inquiry,’ entitled “On 
Self-Love,” Humo treats with genuine disdain the no¬ 
tion that benevolence is hypocritical; and th« “ philoso¬ 
phical chemistry which resolves friendship into self-love, 

1 In his letters, as well as in his boohs, he speaks of ‘4 morale, which 
depend upon sentiment. ”—See letter of Gilbert Elliot, Feb. 1758.. 
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twisted and moulded inte-a variety of appearance*,” ho 
regards os'altogether chimerical. The selfish theory is 
“ contrary to common feeling and our most unpre¬ 
judiced notions; ” and therefore it requires “ the high¬ 
est stretch of philosophy to establish so extraordinary 
a paradox.” All Attempts to evolve the benevolent out 
of the sftlfish instincts have arisen from a false love of 
simplicity. The lower animals feel kindness as well 
as man; shall wo then deduce their feelings from self- 
interest 1 People are benevolent in thousands of eases 
when ifo real notion of self-interest can possibly im¬ 
pel, and to bring in an imaginary interest is altogether 
inadmissible. Further, as there are bodily wants which 
seek their object without any rellex reference to self, 
why may it not also lie so with benevolence ? and, from 
the original structure *f our constitution, we may seek 
tho welfare of others as a distinct end in itself. The 
opposite philosophy Hume regards more as a satire upon 
human nature than a tru* delineation of it. 

From this it will be seen that Hume shows far more 
catholicity or width of view in his moral than in his 
metaphysical philosophy. The utilitarian basis on which 
he plants tho standard of morality is conjoined with a 
real recognition of the disinterestedness of conduct; just 
as, in his analysis of ^he elements in which morality con¬ 
sists, he combines reason with sentiment (while laying 
the chief stress on tljo latter), and is thus more compre¬ 
hensive than the exclusive advocates of either of them. 

Put thf admissions made in his ethical philosophy arc 
inconsistent with, and indeed undermine his intellec¬ 
tual # systeju; while, vice vcrsi't, the latter, consistently 
carded out, leaves no place foF the more generous ethics 
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which he advocates. An explicit exception to- the 
radical doctrine that all our desires seek "pleasure as 
their end, is made in behalf of benevolqnce, or goodwill 
to others; hut that one exception is fatal -to the root- 
principle of his system. In other passages Hume 
seems to hint that we are not selfishly interested even 
when wo seek our own glory, any more than when we 
seek the happiness of others; and conversely, that we 
are not more (7/sinterestcd when we are aiming after the 
public good, than when we are striving to promote nur 
own ends. His suggestion that we may make ‘the de¬ 
sire for another’s good our own good, and so pursue it 
both from benevolence and self-interest, is not (as Mr 
Green suggests) so much a mark of inconsistency, as it is 
the sign of the working of two opposite principles in bis 
nature. He admits the existence of sympathetic emotion, 
which, being unselfish, carries us straight away from 
self to others; but, on the other hand, lie maintains 
that the goal of all desire is pleasure. And if pleasure 
ho the one motive of action, the difference between 
pleasure and morality is destroyed. 

After all, the main point to bo noted is, that it is 
the tendency of actions, according to Hume, that deter¬ 
mines their character. Ho action ever is or can bo 
done, because it ought to be done; but all is done, and 
should be done, either because it gives private pleas¬ 
ure, or because it promotes the public good. The chief 
evil, then, in every life is simply an omitted pleasure. 
The worst disaster that can befall one is an pdvaatage 
lost or frustrated : and the primary aim of every human 
being should bo in all cases to secure a maximujn of 
pleasure, and a minimum bf pain. 
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Defects in Utilitarianism. 

It- is not necessary to advance at any length a counter- 
statement to the ethics of utility. Their radical error 
is that W defect, or meagreness. Every action is looked 
upon as a means'to an end beyond itself, that end being 
the welfare of the individual ami of society. It is for¬ 
gotten that an may be its own end ; and even if it 
is also a means to an end beyond itself, it does not 
follow that that end is or must fie happiness. It is 
obvious that, when the consequences of an act are 
exclusively regarded, its moral character disappears. 
Besittef, if it is ever desirable for the individual to 
sacrifice himself for the sake of society, as Hume admits 
it is, to that extent the hedonistic theory is abandoned 
by him. The subordination of private to public interest 
cannot be vindicated except on other than utilitarian 
grounds; and if I a 141 bound to have any regard in 
my actions to the happiness or welfare of others beyond 
myself, I am for the same reason hound to regard the 
happiness or welfare of, the wholf race. Hut how can 
I know, with any approach to accuracy, what actions of 
mine will, in the. long-run, contribute, a maximum of 
pleasure and a minimum of pain to others 1 Wo cannot 
forecast the ultimate issues of a single, act;_and thus 
the utilitarian canon is far from being a luminous guide 
to conduct. It is not the clear, obvious, indubious rule 
whTch its advocates imagine; and of what practical 
value is a calculus b; which you can calculate nothing 
accurately! It leaves us to steer the vessel of our life 
on Jhe |Jtormicst seas of moral action, without rudder, 
chart, or- compass. Nay, if the test of their conse¬ 
quences is the sole criterion of the morality of actions, 
mupy an act should he performed from which the un- 
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sophisticated moral sense shrinks back. There are per¬ 
sons now living whose existence is a curse to the earth 
they inhabit, scorpions in human fonn^ whose'Immedi¬ 
ate “removal” would add to the sum total of the 

r 

happinoss of the race. Tested by its consequences 
alone, would not the removal of tliAe men be right? 
It is admitted by utilitarians that the immediate con¬ 
sequence of many a wrong action is an increase of 
pleasure. Wo are told, however, to weigh the future 
with the present, the remote advantage with the im¬ 
mediate result, in the scale of pleasure. Hut'how is 
this to bo done ? who is to do it for us ? and especially 
for the masses of mankind, the “ dim common popula¬ 
tions,” to use Mr Arnold’s phrase ? With a surface show 
of great concreteness, it is really a blank empty formula. 
How can tho rule to increase the«sum total of happiness 
in tho world be practically carried out? Before any 
single deed could bo approved as right, or disapproved 
as wrong, it would be necessary for us to know whether 
its performance entailed more pleasure or pain. If we 
aro told that there is no great difficulty, and no special 
risk of error, that we have merely to fall back on tho 
customs^of society—those generalised rules of conduct 
which have been sanctioned by the uso and wont of 
generations—this is to substitute a traditional (and it 
might easily bo a tyrannical) guide, for a rule approved 
of by tho individual reason. It Is as unreasonable to 
ask us to adopt it as to say thaft; though pleasure be 
the end of life, we must not take it as tho^nd,^nd 
pursue it as such, or we will bo sure to miss it; and 
that the best way to got it is not to seek it. But is 
not that to renounce botR the pleasure and tho theory 
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togethert And what is this “pleasure,” which is set 
forth as the end of humari action and effort 1 It is a 
state, Sr a series of states of transient feeling, a vanish¬ 
ing series of moments of fugitive expedience. 15ut this 
serios, and these moments, cannot ho summed up and 
brought togetlier*as a unity; they cannot be oven in¬ 
cluded as a whole in a common category, except in a 
verbal one. They can be bracketed together under a 
common term. That is all. 

•It is only right to note that some utilitarians pro¬ 
vide uS with a graduated scale of pleasures, arranged in 
ascending series, with animal enjoyment at the foot, 
and self-sacrifice and saintly ecstasy at the top. If it 
is legitimate, however, to bring acts of self-sacrifice 
within the scries of nets of pleasure, this is either to 
play fast and loose with words, or with the theory 
itself. 

It is worthy of note that the philosophy of Hume 
leaves no place for moraHiberty, or the autonomous self- 
determination of character. In the essay on “Liberty 
and Necessity,” in the 1 Inquiry,’ lie says that philoso¬ 
phers in their discussion of this subject begin at tho 
wrong end, by examining the faculties of the mind and 
will They should rather begin by examining the opera¬ 
tions of body, and jhey would see that causation was 
only sequence. He then affirms that he has a reconcil¬ 
ing project, and that his aim is to end the debate by 
showing that both liberty and necessity are equally true. 
And he proceeds to define liberty as— 

“A power of acting or not acting, according to tho deter¬ 
mination of the will; that is, if we choose to remain at 
reei, we may : if we choose to move, we may also. Now 
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this hypothetical liberty is universally allowed to belong to 
every one who is not a prisoner, or in chains.” * 

But this is evidently a solution of the problem on the 
necessitarian side, Our seemingly voluntary actions are 
supposed to be subject to the same law of necessity as 
rule the operations of matter. We ari the slaves of our 
own inner constitution, helplessly borne on by the tide of 
antecedent inlluence within, while we are modified by 
contemporaneous inlluence. from without—pushed and 
pulled about, in short, by a double set.of forces, ah extra 
and ah infra. " 

Curiously enough, Hume’s disciples in this country aro 
much blinder than he was, in not seeing—or ignoring— 
tho inevitable issue of this doctrine. .Some of them have 
the hardihood to allirm that our responsibility for our acts 
“has nothing to do with the eaimtimi of these acts, but 
depends upon the J'nunr nf viiml which accompanies 
them”! lint what, is the cause of this “frame of 
mind ’’ 1 Are we accountable /or our feelings, but not 
for the volitions whence, our acts originated These 
disciples do not see the suicidal tendency of tho doc¬ 
trine of moral determinism, or tho parallelism which 
they try to establish between the. physical and the moral 
forces. But if our volitions are all necessitated like tho 
movements of atomic particles, and our character is 
shaped as a pebble is rounded in the channel of a stream, 
our moral accountability is a mere figure of speech. Now 
Hume saw the issue clearly enough ; but ho fell back 
on a sort of optimistic fatalism, which, ho.thought, 
saved him from it. lie admitted -that if all human 
actions could bo traced back to necessitation ah extra. 

< I ' 

“and by a necessary clmiit up to tho Deity, they nqver 
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could be criminal;” or that, if they were criminal, the 
Deity to whom they were ultimately traceable could not 
be perfect. Hp said that ho could see “ how the Deity 
can be the immediate cause of all % actions of men 
without being the author of sin; ” but then he explicitly 

A 

left the problem unsolved, lb' hut no solution to (jive 
ns, His disciples, with a curious speculative blind¬ 
ness, go on to ridicule (as he never did) the doctrine of 
interior causation, and dismiss with a sneer the moral 
autonomy of Kant as a “noumonal libertine,” a “bare 
sham, *nakcd but not ashamed.” It would be, much 
more consistent in them to say, with Hamlet, “there is 
nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so,” 
and so fall back on the conventionality of moral distinc¬ 
tions. It may be however that, in the sphere of ethics, 
some persons are constitutionally colour-blind, 
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CHAPTER VII. 

THEISM, AND TnE FUTUItE OF THE INDIVIDUAL. 

Hume’s opinion ns to tho ultimate Cnuitn rttnxnns of the 
universe is eontaineil in the. ‘Treatise,’ hut it is more 
fully unfolded in his philosophical ‘Essays’; and the 
question is discussed in detail in his ‘ Dialogues on 
Natural Religion ’ and in the ‘ Niatural History of Re¬ 
ligion.’ Ilis discussion has the merit of rare intellectual 
candour, and courage in carrying the root-principlo of 
his philosophy to its only logical issue. Its success is 
another matter, and its consistency is not quite clear. 

In tho earlier writings we find a negative conclusion 
remorselessly deduced, although somewhat veiled to the 
common apprehension. 1 In his later ones ho enters 
more on tho historical aspects of the question. That 
theology can find no place in the yirclo of the sciences, 
and that its ono great postulate lies beyond the sphere 
of reason, is tho outcome and result of his discussion; 
but in tho course of it he makes (tdmissions which are 

v • 

1 In tho section of the ‘Treatise’ which deals with “Thoimmate¬ 
riality of tho soul ” (iv. 6), ho discusses tho tlieistic problem oven 
more explicitly than in tho chanter on “ Tho idea of necessary con¬ 
nection ” (Hi. 16). „ 
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inconsistent with ngribsticism, and which even amount 
to a shadowy kind of theism. On the whole, ho dis¬ 
cusses *tho problem as *f it were one of natural history. 
To Spinoza the theistie controversy resolved itself into 
a mathematical problem ; to Hume it was a question 
for inductive scfenco to deal with. 

If the sphere of human knowledge be limited to ‘im¬ 
pressions’ and ‘ideas,’—if the realm of substance be 
a terra ineo<jnitn, and causality a 'Will-o’-the-wisp,—it 
logically follows that all theological data are men; guess- 
worft,«linverifiable if not fallacious. If we know noth¬ 
ing of finite substance, it would be absurd to lay claim 
to a knowledge of the Infinite. To the opposite philo¬ 
sophy of idealism, the finite and the Infinite, are correl¬ 
atives ; that is to say, we know them, or are ignorant 
of them, together. Bgt if the sphere of our knowledge 
bo limited to phenomena, whenever the reason ventures 
to construct a theology, it not only works in fetters, but 
it is predestined to failure from flic first ; because, it is 
merely manipulating, or working up into formal shape, 
what has reached it by the gateway of sense. A cause 
is merely a single predecessor, or a series of antecedents. 

In the fifth section of the fourth part of his ‘Treatise,’ 
Hume’s argument on the subject of theism takes the 
form of a reply to Spinoza, whose “atheism” ho ven- 
tlifes to speak of as “so universally infamous,” and 
whoso monistic theory he calls a “hideous hypothesis.” 
His statement of tlya Spinozistic doctrine of the sim¬ 
plicity of substance is not amiss ; but lie proceeds to 
say that .“this hideous hypothesis is almost the same as 
that of the immateriality of the soul ” ! He then re¬ 
states the*position of Spinoza, as if his doctrine of the 
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unity of substance, with phenomena as modes, applied 
only to the external world: and finds that- the “ the¬ 
ologians” hold the same doctrine in rcference'Ho the 
interior realm of impressions and ideas—all being but 
modes of one simple, uncompounded, indivisible sub¬ 
stance; and lie affirms that the doctline of the theolo¬ 
gians is as indefensible as that of Spinoza. In his 
discussion of “ the ‘ idea of necessary connection,” in 
an earlier section of his ‘ Treatise,’ Hume says : “ If any 
idea ho derived from an impression, the idea of,, a 
deity proceeds from the same origin ; and if To" im¬ 
pression implies any forco or efficacy, ’tis equally im¬ 
possible to discern, or even imagine, any such active 
principle in the deity.” This is clear enough, and suffi¬ 
ciently logical; but in a footnote a few pages on, he 
says, “The order of the universe proves an omnipotent 
mind—that is, a mind whose will is constantly attended ” 
(the italics are Ilumo’s) “with the obedience of every 
creature and being. Nothing lqpro is requisite to give a 
foundation to all the articles of religion.” Here, then, 
wo have the curious position that Deity exists, is om¬ 
nipotent, and that its will is universally obeyed; and 
yet that causal power, or “ active principle,” does not 
belong to it. But further inconsistencies remain to he 
noted. 

Tho short treatise entitled ‘ Natural History of Re¬ 
ligion,’ published in 1759, is specially interesting as 
showing that, ns lie grew older, Hiy.ne preferred to con¬ 
sider tho question in its historical, rather than in 4 its 
speculative aspects; that is to say, to trace the origin 
of the belief, and to exhibit its development in the 

consciousness of mankind-*-its evolution into" new and 

«' 
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ever-changing types—father than to discuss its nature 
and its evidence. There is no doubt that the spirit of 
the historian by degrees predominated over and extin¬ 
guished that of the speculative philosopher in Hume. 
This treatise also shows that in his later writings ho 
distinctly inclined toward a theistic belief of some sort, 
though its intellectual form was exceedingly airy, spec¬ 
tral, and nebulous. “The whole frame of nature,” he 
says, in the introduction to this ‘Natural History of 
Itgligion,’ “bespeaks an Intelligent Author; and no 
ratiiSiM inquirer can, after serious reflection, suspend 
his belief a moment with regard to the primary prin¬ 
ciples of genuine Theism and 1’eligion.” Elsewhere 
(sect, vi.), lie speaks of “those invincible reasons on 
which it”— i.c., the doctrine of one Supreme Deity—“is 
undoubtedly founded and quotes with approval Lord 
Bacon’s saying, “ A little philosophy makes men atheists ; 
a great deal reconciles them to religion.” The argument 
from design is then lyought explicitly forward. In 
stating it, Hume sees it implies that the essence of the 
divinity must have some remote analogy to human 
nature; and in* his “general corollary ” (which is the 
title of the fifteenth and last section of the book), lie 
reiterates the position that “a purpose, an intention, a 
design, is evident in everything;” and that we “must 
acSpt, with the strongest conviction, the idea of some 
intelligent cause or author.” He traces the develop¬ 
ment of religious Ijplief — a subject which has hcen 
wojjced out much more elaborately since bis day—from 
polytheism, when men, feeling their dependence on a 
multitude of objects and “ unknown causes ” for their 
happiness* and transferring their own emotions to them, 
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first humanised, and then deified “these objects. Hence 
the belief in invisible beings, and a “crowd of local 
deities,” which poetry and art subsequently elaborated 
in the ancient mythologies. He traces the rise of theism 
out of polytheism by the perception of unity of design 
in nature. “This uniformity leads'the mind to ac¬ 
knowledge one author.” The recognition of one Power 
is not, however, inconsistent with the recognition of 
minor divinities. 

“ The only point of theology in which we find the consent 
of mankind almost universal is that there is an invisible 
intelligent power in the world ; but whether this power be 
supreme or subordinate, whether confined to one being or 
distributed over several, what attributes, qualities, &c., ought 
to be ascribed to these beings—concerning all these points 
there is the widest difference in the popular systems of 
theology.” '*■ 

Tie discusses the various forms of polytheism duo to the 
allegorising tendency, 1 'and to hero-worship, or the apo¬ 
theosis of man. Again ho affirms that “ the principles 
of religion liavo a kind of ilux or reflux in the human 
mind, and that men have a natural tenddhey to rise from 
polytheism to theism, and to sink again from theism 
into polytheism ” (sect, viii.); and proceeds to compare 
these various forms of religion as regards their toler¬ 
ance, tho courago or heroism they develop, and their 
reasonableness : and lie discusses at some length those 
conceptions of the Divino Xaturo,,which arise in most 
of tho popular religions, whether polytheistic or theistic, 
and their influence on morality. The “conclusion of 
the whole matter ” is in favour of Beligion in general, 
yet against the exclusive claim of any one type or form 



The ‘Dialogues’ on Theism. 209 

of* it; and the difficulty of coming to any conclusion 
except a very general one, along with tho inconsisten¬ 
cies between the opinions and practices of mankind in 
reference to religion, leads him to excliym,—“Tho whole 
is a riddle, an enigma, an inexplicable mystery. Doubt, 
uncertainty, suspense of judgment, appear tho only 
result of our most accurate scrutiny concerning this 
subject: ” while his closing words suggest that, after all, 
he is glad to escape from the regions of conflict and 
dqjiatc amongst the several sects, into what he calls 
“tho fahn, though obscure, regions of philosophy.” 

When we pass to the ‘Dialogues concerning Natural 
Religion,’ wo have some fresh light as to the attitude of 
Hume’s mind toward this ultimate problem. It is a 
clear, cold, passionless discussion of the question ; and 
while the form of the ^dialogue may have been adopted 
to avoid the more precise statement necessary in a 
treatise, tho views of the several interlocutors are clearly 
expressed; and Hume has told us*(in a letter to Gilbert 
Elliot, March 1751) with which of them his own sym¬ 
pathies lay. Three characters are introduced --Demea, 
Cleanthes, and I’hilo. I)emea is the orthodox a priori 
theologian; Cleanthes the liberal-minded theist, who 
adopts the teleological argument from design, and com¬ 
bats the narrower theology of Demea; while Philo is 
th? sceptic, who mediates between both. Ilumo tells 
us it was not Philo but Cleanthes whom he meant to 
make the hero of hi* dialogue. It must not be forgot¬ 
ten,^however, that ho had a certain amount of sympathy 
with all the characters ; and that each of them (Demea 
included) alternately mirrored his own over - changing 
mooa. This kaleidoscopic chdtacter of Hume’s min d has 

P.- XL 
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not been sufficiently recognised, aVul it is quite consist¬ 
ent with his prevailing tendency towards ngnesticism. 

Cleanthes seeks to prove that the ontologies? argu¬ 
ments of the a priori theists are really arguments in the 
hands of the atheist; because the God they leave you 
with is cut off from Immunity as much Us the “unknown 
essence ” of the atheist. In other words, the pure being 
of the ontological theist is a conception akyi to zero, 
and is not tlieistic. In reply to Descartes’ ontological 
argument, Hume held that there is no being in f^ic 
universe whose existence is demonstrable, in tin? sense 
that his non-existence involves a contradiction in terms. 
The only kind of existence that can he demonstrated, 
apart from the facts of contingent experience, is exist¬ 
ence in general— i. e., the totality of being. Humo 
objects, with reason, to the ontological argument of 
Anselm and Descartes • and to the cosmological argu¬ 
ment—which endeavours to rise from the fact of exist¬ 
ence hy an infinite regress to,-an uncaused cause—his 
objection is equally clear and cogent. But he affirms 
that the third historic form which the theistic argument 
had assumed—viz., that from design—had a great deal to 
bo said in its favour. 1 I’hilo, even wliilo trying to 
minimise the difference between theist and atheist, 
pushes the argument homo to the latter, and asks “if 
the principle which first arranged and still maintains 
order in this nniverso hears not also some remote in¬ 
conceivable analogy to the other.-operations of nature, 
and among the rest to tho economy of human mind,.and 

1 Kant defended this argument very much as Hume did : hut he 
saw its limitations much more clearly. If it gives us ? vast jyorld- 
intelligence somewhere, it does fcot prove a personal creator. (i 



211 


The Thdsiic Inference, 

thought 1” “The whole of natural theology,” ho else¬ 
where sajty, “resolves, itself into one simple, though 
somewidt ambiguous, at least \jndelined projiosition, that 
the cause or causes of order in the wiir^rse probably bear 
some remote analoyy to human inteUhjence; hut then, 
according to l’hifo, this analogy “ ailbrded no inference 
that affected human life.” 

From tfccse, and many other passages, it seems clear 
that the chief difficulty to llume was how to ascribe a 
meral character to the great 'World-Intelligence; and 
he sav^that if the proof from design were admitted in 
any real sense, it carried some strange eonseipiences with 
it. It did not warrant the inference of the unity of the 
designer, nor his infinity (if there he hut one); nor did 
it toll us anything of his character, or his relations to the 
universe. If our inference from its phenomena was 
that the world presents the appearance of a number of 
machines, wo would he at liberty to infer that there were 
a number of mcchanist.-a; but, if we may conclude that 
it is one machine, the advocates of design say wo may 
infer the existence of a single mechanist. 

Teleologists forget, however, that in proportion as wo 
widen the conception of design we, attenuate it. It 
is weakened as we extend it; and, when we nniver- 
sahso it, it vanishes, altogether; because jf every phe¬ 
nomenon in the, universe he adjusted to, or fitted into, 
©very other, the notion of fitness—which arises from tho 
sense of hindrance aisl difficulty, and of bringing things 
not otherwise related into relation—has no place. Again, 
the proved existence of a number of resemblances to 
humgn design in the world will not prove the reality of 
th^ existence of a designer; “while, if proved, it would 
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reduce him to the level of the human. Further, might 
we not ask for an explanation of the mind or intelligence 
which we see in Nature—that is to say, for an explana¬ 
tion of our explanation! and so have the regresms ad 
infinitum which the cosmological argument involves! 
Besides, to admit that there is a principle of order, or of 
intelligence in the world, is not to grant tlio theistic 
datum. The question is whether the phenomena of the 
universe yield us the inference of an infinite, and of an 
infinitely moral designer. Now the inference which 
some of the phenomena suggest is that of a blin<P inree, 
rather than a self-conscious intelligence. It must he 
remembered, however, that Ilumo does not say that the 
Ultimate Bower in blind ; he only allirms that we havo 
no overmastering proof that it is not so. 

Another source whence we gather Hume’s opinions as 
to Theism is the essay in the 1 Inquiry,’ entitled “ Of 
a particular Providence, and of a Future State.” In 
this essay ho supposes liimsalf to be an Epicurean 
philosopher arraigned before the Athenian people, and 
he endeavours to justify his position. Ho puts the case 
thus. It is said that from order' in the work wo may 
infer forethought in the workman :—- 

“ If the cause be known only from the effect, we never 
ought to ascribe to it any qualities beyond what are precijjgly 
requisite to produce the effect; nor can we return back 
from the cause and infer other effects from it. . . . No 
one, merely from the sight of one of,,Zeuxis’ pictures, could 
know that be was also a statuary or architect. The cause 
must be proportioned to the effect. . . . AVe tan ilever 

be allowed to mount up from the universe, the effect, to 
Jupiter, the cause; and then descend downwards, to Jnfer 
any new effeet from that cuuse.” 
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Wtf see an effect in Mature, and think wo have found 
its cause, tod wo they proceed, by “tho assistance of 
exaggeration apd flattery,” t<* suppose that this causo 
must be adequate to tho production* of much greater 
things; but this is entirely imaginary. Wo “aid tho 
ascent of reason T>y the wings of imagination.” If it be 
said, in reply, that from a half-finisliod building—which 
wo know»to proceed from tho contrivance of an archi¬ 
tect and builder—we may infer that it will be com¬ 
pleted by the same contrivers (just as from mm footprint 
in thousand wo might infer that a man had passed that 
way though tho mark of the second foot was obliter¬ 
ated), tho rejoinder is at hand, that tho subjects are in¬ 
finitely different. In the one case, we infer an extension 
of finite design from our experience of it in part. In 
tho other, our inferem* is from the finite to the Infinite. 
As to human contrivance, ire /,■nmr hi/ c./y/czvV’wc irhnl 
that is. We can easily pass from the effect to the 
cause; but it is totally* different with every inference 
drawn by us as to the Deity; and the universe, which 
is supposed to yield us the inference, is a “singular 
effect,” with no parallel. If we knew only ono work 
of a man’s, we could make no inference as to his handi¬ 
craft in other directions; just as if we had expericnco 
of^only a single footprint, wo could make no other infer¬ 
ence as to its causo than that something had produced 
it. It is, therefore, contrary to tho rides of analogy to 
reason from human tlesign to the procedure of the In¬ 
finite. Jt is like making an inference as to tho sun from 
tho gleam of a waxen taper. 

Upon $0 whole, it seems that a belief in the exist¬ 
ence of an intellectual principle, or being, having somo 
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dim analogy to human intelligence, survived in Hume’s 
mind ; hut that ho distinctly declined to predicate any¬ 
thing more regarding it, pr of its relations to tfie uni¬ 
verse, especially as to its moral character. The very 
aim of the ‘Dialogues’ was to .show that the questions 
which theism raises were outside the sphere of human 
reason; and these dialogues are, in a sense, the rep¬ 
resentative expression of the theistic doubt of the 
eighteenth century, just as the, ‘ Essays ’ reflect another 
phaso of its mental attitude—cold, clear, dispassionate, 
historical, neutral. 

The position reached was a logical development of the 
principles of the ‘Treatise on Human Nature.’ If Sub¬ 
stance be an unreal notion, if we have no other idea of 
Cause than the mere sequence of phenomena, any know¬ 
ledge of the Infinite by the human mind is impossible. 
Let it be admitted that Hume’s destructive criticism of 
the a priori proofs of theism is irrefragable. The pure 
being, which these proofs essay to reach, they do not 
find; and if they found it, it would ho a mere abstrac¬ 
tion of the intellect, a grey speculative dogma, remote 
from practice. On the other hand! no one lias shown 
the limitations of the a pnxtriinri proofs more acutely 
than Hume has done ; hut then he never faced the 
deeper arguments on which theism jests—from which it 
derives all its strength—and which subsequently give to 
theso inconclusive ones a borrowed lustre and an indirect 
significance,—viz., the moral argument from conscience, 
and that which arises from the intellectual intuitiofi of 
the Infinite. In ignoring these, ho overlooked-the very 
basis of tho philosophy of theism ; although he qould 
hardly help ignoring them! for they were not within the 
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horizon of the dominant philosophy of tho eighteenth 
century. 

If %e can escape from tlio Jotters of tho finite, by an ' 
intellectual intuition of tho Infinite—within, behind, 
beyond, and beneath it,—if wo can outsoar the realm of 
individual senstfimpressions in their disconnectedness 
and finitude, and apprehend the One as at the same 
time tho Limitless, for us the foundations nf theism are 
laid. To Hume the universe was, as we have repeatedly 
sqpn, a series of separate parts, conjoined but not organ- 
icalTy*conneeted, bound by no interior tit*. He could 
not therefore rise to the conception of a central Power, 

“ subsisting at the heart of endless agitation,” of some¬ 
thing that endures, while phenomenal succession comes 
and goes—the one within the manifold. Hut if we arc 
warranted in construing the cosmos around us, not 
merely as a stream of isolated phenomena, but also as 
a series of symbols or pictures, mirroring to us a world 
of higher and supersensible lvfiity, we may, by an¬ 
other intuition, reeogn -e in the realm thus mirrored 
to us, a certain kindredness to ouv-rhes. The ultimate 
principle whiefi we reach, or to which we rise, being 
transcendent, it is not .as “one of ourselves ”; but it is 
related to us, and we to it, in virtue of the very thought 
and feeling by which it is apprehended ; and with it wo 
lSve definite and reciprocal relations. Its personality, 
as well as its transcendency, is known by direct intui¬ 
tion, if known at all 

^n important corollary to Hume’s view of the uni¬ 
verse is. seen in his doctrine of Miracle. Those inter¬ 
ferences with natural order, on which some theologians 
re^t the chief evidence of Divine action, seemed to him 
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to derogate from that action, and 'not to elevate or -en¬ 
hance it. If tlio exceptions are moat conspicuously 
divine, what becomes of tho ride itself 1 Is ft less 
divine ? Is Providence to be removed from the series 

A 

of events before and after the marvel, and reserved for 
it alone ? If so, what becomes of it.f infinity'! Did 
a special power awake, at a special time, into unwonted 
activity, and thereafter take repose ? Has tho Divine 
causality, which produced tho miracle, slumbered ever 
since ? or, has it oidy assumed new phases of activity? 
And if so, are not the differences in its action lflorely 
differences in degree? How can ordinary events be less 
divine than any other phenomena, unless tho one Divino 
Boing—present in all—operates less intensely, or to less 
purpose, through certain links of the causal chain than 
through others? „ 

Now all this may be admitted; but the possibility of 
a change in tho order of nature, or of an alteration of 
tho way in which phenomena succeed each other, is no 
less evident. A Being who is at once within, behind, 
and above the phenomena (we must speak in figures), 
acting by the foreo of interior causality upon those 
phenomena, could certainly modify the course of their 
development. 

Tho special point to ho noted is, that if our theolojg 
he an inference from the phenomena of Nature, we have 
no right to consider exceptions to that order as more 
conspicuously divino than tho ordej; itself, or even to 
believe in exceptions at all; but if our theism rests/>n 
a moral basis, and wo have valid ground for the belief 
that tho law, which is “in us, yet not of ns,” revealg a 
higher than solf within the" self that is conscious of (J., 
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we have the basis of miracle laid for us. It is laid in 
the very consciousness of freedom, working in harmony 
with lfw, and yet not its m<y offspring or evolution. 
As to the poet,— 

“ Thcanarvel of the everlasting will 
‘ An open scroll 
Before him lay,”- 

so to us. Our theology is the inner implicate of moral 
life —its suppressed premiss ; but it does not necessi¬ 
tate* tllb severance of man from nature, or a cleft in 
things secular. It implies an orderly evolution of their 
inner essence. If, in other words, our theism he an in¬ 
ference from the ordered nature, it will not he strength¬ 
ened by the recognition of marvels (which are simply 
events which our facilities cannot account for, and 
which, when accounted for, becoming normal, cease to bo 
miracles); but if it springs from a recognition of the 
Infinite within the finite, it rosfs on no exception or 
prodigy, but on the perp- tual apocalypse of a Power tran¬ 
scending sense, j'ot acting through it. If Nature bo a 
figurativo book, in which we read the thoughts of its 
Maker, why should we select only a few favourite pages, 
and look to the special writing on these ? Can the others 
—less familiar to us, or less understood—bo one whit 
less divinot Suppose that a certain event, ]», from some 
definite feature specially suggests the divine causality to 
me, phenomena A pseceding and C succeeding it, may 
ecpmJly, or more specially, suggest it to another mind; 
and if any occurrence outside the range of common 
expejience suggests it to a third, and is at the samo 
tin\p duly authenticated, till only inference we are 
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warranted in drawing is that an aspect of the divine 
causality (or a channel through which it works), hereto¬ 
fore hidden, has become apparent. Marvels may un¬ 
doubtedly happen, but their occurrence does not imply 
that the Divino agency, hitherto slumbering, has at 
length begun to act; but rather that'this agency—al¬ 
ways present, but hitherto unrecognised—has at length 
disclosed itself to the observer. Miracles then, duly 
attested, aro not tho erratic movements of omnipo¬ 
tence, or incursions of the supernatural within she 
realm of Nature, but the orderly manifestation tif that 
Power which is omnipresent, hut which emphasises 
itself to human apprehension “ at sundry times in 
diverse manners.” By thus abolishing tho false dualism 
between Nature and tho supernatural, we lay the basis 
of a new doctrine of miracle. . 

Thero is no doubt, however, that Ilumo is right in 
his contention that the greater tho deviation from the 
customary order of Nature hr any alleged occurrence, 
tho greater tho need, not for rejecting it, but for cau¬ 
tion in accepting it. And why so 1 bccauso tho evidence 
of experience is against it. Tho Evidence of a million 
experiences is against any change in tho orderly revolu¬ 
tion of the heavenly bodies; but it is not in favour of 
our pronouncing such a change to be impossible. It is 
only in favour of tho extremest caution in reading tKat 
particular chapter, or page of tho book of Nature, and 
.being absolutely suro that tho change has really taken 
place before we receivo it as a fact; and all such matters 
aa the competency of tho testator, his moans of informa¬ 
tion, the state of his faculties, tho way in which thp evi¬ 
dence reached him, &c., must here he taken into account, 
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It ifiay l)e safely affirmed that a priori it is more proba¬ 
ble that th& testimony, jvhich vouches for the occurrence 
of what would .rightly bo called a miracle, is erroneous 
—that is to say, that our senses, or thtss’ensos of our in¬ 
formant, have been deceived—than that a real change in 
the order of Nature has occurred; and therefore that wo 
require evidenco of the occurrence o£ an exception to the 
customary rule, strong in proportion to the excess of 
deviation implied in it. Hut no experience of the uni- 
foitjity of the order of Nature can ever warrant us in 
saying^lmt deviations from it are impossible; and over¬ 
whelming evidence of such deviation —if sifted and tested 
by every available test—would warrant the conclusion 
that such deviation had actually occurred. 

It is not necessary to dwell at any length on Hume’s 
teaching as to the future of the individual, lie is reticent 
on tho subject; and it is enough to point out that his 
doctrine of personal identity, or the nature of each in¬ 
dividual human being, teaves no room for immortality. 
Hume says that “ by the mere light of reason it is diffi¬ 
cult to prove th^immortality of the soul;” and ho goes 
on to say—in a sentence of which it is difficult to see 
whether the spirit of candour or of compromise is upper¬ 
most, whether it is an expression of belief or of satire— 
“jjl reality it is tho. Gospel, and the Gospel alone, that 
has brought immortality to light.” Ho first reviews tho 
metaphysical arguments which have been advanced to 
prove the immateriality of the soul; and, in a significant 
sentence, seems to indicate his belief that if we hold its 
posthumous existence, we must logically hold its pre- 
existence ^dso. “ What is incorruptible must also bo 
ingenerable,” He deals, secondly, with tho moral argu- 
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ment, that the present condition of the world seem's to 
necessitate a future for reward, and punishment; and 
maintains that “ the whole scope and purposo o? man’s 
creation, so far ae wo can judge hy natural reason, is 
limited to the present life.” lie then considers, thirdly, 
the physical arguments, and says that, from the analogy 
of Nature, the inference would bo that the soul is mortal. 
Everything in Nature perishes, when transferred to a 
condition of life very different from the original one in 
which it was placed.” “ How contrary to analojjy»to 
imagine that one singlo form is immortal and imfostruc- 
tihlo!” And he ends this curious essay with the remark, 
that “nothing could set in a fuller light the infinite obli¬ 
gations which mankind have to Divine revelation, since 
wo find that no other medium could ascertain this great 
and important truth.” < 

Ilume’s position has been taken up by somo Anglican 
prelates and divines, as affording the right basis for a 
doctrine of immortality; very much as the agnostic doc¬ 
trine of our ignorance of the Infinite has been brought 
forward by other divines, to lay a basis ^for supernatural 
revelation. They maintain that v if immortality was 
“ brought to light ” by Christianity, wo must believe in 
the natural mortality of the soul. But Hume’s conten¬ 
tions aro all wide of the mark. They do not touch ^10 
ground on which the “ intimations of immortality ” aro 
suggested, if not attested to us. From the very nature of 
the case, neither this nor the theistic? belief can be demon¬ 
strated as a mathematical proposition can, or evidenced 
os a fact of sonsiblo and secular experience can be 
proved. Ilume’s disciples would apparently o wish 0 this 
august conviction as to the issues of human life and 
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conduct to be as lumifous to them as the sunrise, if thoy 
receive it at all; just as they desire the theistic postulate 
to be lHatfo “ as plain as a ptye-staff,” if it is to be of 
any uso for minds that have been savc^l by scicnco from 
superstition. They do not see that, from the very nature 
of the case, it cdhnot be so; and that the whole moral 
value of both beliefs would be gone did we live under 
tho blaze of day regarding them. To indicate at any 
length the grounds on which the belief in immortality 
enjers into the circle of the verifiable convictions of tho 
race*afould bo as much out of place in this little book 
as to enlarge on the evidences of theism. Thoughtful 
readers will surmise, from the hints that have been 
given, the ground on which both beliefs can be vindi¬ 
cated But in parting with his discussion on this head, 
we may thank Hume|or the way in which lie dropped 
the hint as to the bearing of the doctrine of pre-existence 
on the posthumous existence of the soul—a hint the 
significance of which luif been hf-t on many who have 
followed him in the controversy. 
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HUME AS POLITICAL ECONOMIST, AND HISTORIAN. „ 

It is a relief to turn from Hume’s meagre ethics and barren 
metaphysics to his really fertile ‘ Political Discourses.’ 
Their merit is not only great, but they are unrivalled to 
this day ; and it is not too much to affirm that they pre¬ 
pared the way for all the subsequent economic literature 
of England, including 1 The Wealth of Nations,’ in which 
Smith laid the broad and durable foundations of the 
science. The explanation of ,llumc's success in this 
department is that ho was dealing throughout with facts 
—though with complex social phenomena—and deduc¬ 
ing conclusions from them, as well as* illustrating his 
principles by reference to the facts. It was exactly the 
field in which lie might have been expected to win liis 
greatest triumphs, because in economic discussion we 
have not to transcend the sphere of phenomena a!id 
their laws. He neither required the oxtensive knowledge 
of detail which the historian muat possess, nor did ho 
need that “ inward eye ” to see. behind phenomena w^iicli 
the metaphysician requires ; and so both his ‘ History of 
England ’ and his ‘ Treatise of Human Nature ’ were less 
successful —though by no* means less influential — than 
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his* i Political Discouflea.’- In addition, wo must not 
forget that, his exporienco as a practical administrator, 
or man^)f affairs, helped him aj a writer on political and 
economic science. 

The effect produced by those ‘ Discourses ’ was great. 
Immediately translated into French, they passed through 
five editions in fourteen years; and the opinion of his 
French contemporaries certainly endorsed his own, that 
they'were superior both to the ‘Treatise’ and to the 
‘Essays.’ They were a distinctive addition to English 
Literature, and were strictly scientific, though not tech¬ 
nical. They at once lloated JIumc into fame, bringing 
him to the front, both as a thinker and as a man of 
letters; and posterity has ratified the judgment of the 
hour. It is not only their convincing clearness, their 
trenchant force, their (jjninent lucidity and impartiality, 
that is the source of their charm ; but also their novelty, 
as they contain many original germs of economic truth. 

The effect they had gn practical statesmen, such as 
Fitt, must not be, overlooked. It was perhaps an ad¬ 
vantage that the economic, doctrines both of Hume and 
of Smith w'ere published at that particular time, ns they 
led naturally and easily to several reforms, without being 
developed to extremes, as was subscijucntly the case in 
Franca There is no tendency to extravagance in the 
tOTching of Humo itself. His ‘Discourses’ were con¬ 
servative as well as progressive; and his own nature was 
far too wide to permit him to lie a mere innovator, or 
eveg revolutionary in his political views. 

As to the ‘History of England’ and Hume’s merits as 
a hjptorian, little can, in the present volume, lie said. 
Students of Philosophy mfy at first think that the 
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‘ History ’ written by Hume had little or nothing to'do 
with his ‘system,’ and that it may therefore.be passed 
over by them. It is moye than a mistake, hoover, it 
is a serious error^ to ignore the former, in our effort to 
discover the character of the latter. To have one his¬ 
tory written from the point of view tohvhich the philos¬ 
ophy of Experience had conducted the writer, has been 
an important addition to the historical literature of 
England 

It will bo easily seen that the general tendency of jiis 
philosophy at once fitted and disqualified Ilume <fdl the 
office of historian. On the one hand, the tendency to 
doubt unauthenticated rumours, and to be suspicious 
of all vague testimony, is invaluable to the historian— 
as many an old chronicle is full of statements that have 
no warrant, numerous alleged facts are mere surmises, 
and in tho majority of ancient records truth and fiction 
are mingled confusedly. Tho very office of tho his¬ 
torian is to sift those,‘hfter the r materials liavo been ade¬ 
quately and impartially collected; and tho cool tempera¬ 
ment of one who is constitutionally given to doubt, will 
undoubtedly fit him for the office of‘’historical critic. 
On the other hand, the unimpassioned temperament, 
weighing facts in keen critical balances, may be uncon- 
soiously unfair towards tho enthusiasms with which it 
has no sympathy, and tho root of which it cannot uncBr- 
stand. In short, tho amplest width of sympathy is as 
necessary to tho historian as the clearest vision, and tho 
ability to analyse and oxposo illusions. 

Hume’s history is admittedly one-sided; and.'altliough 
it is to their one-sidedness that half the charm of some 

O 

historians is due, we must? make deductions as we read 
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their.work. Hume%rote with the conviction thnt “all 
the world's a stage, and all the men and women merely 
play ess. # He held tlial the historian’s office was to record 
what met the Sye and the senses generally—that is to say, 
to note the secular or mundane side of life. His first two 
volumes dealt \Sith tho reigns of James V. and Charles I. ' 
A conflict was going on in that period between two 
tendencies, one of which looked exclusively to tho secu¬ 
lar side of things, and the other recognised a highor 
ojdnr pervading and penetrating tho secular, yet tran- 
scehfiing it. There were doubtless faults in tho way in 
which the struggle was carried on, on both sides. But a 
student of some of Hume’s historical portraits may de¬ 
tect the signs of an erroneous method of historic work. 
He sometimes framed for himself the conception of a 
character from a surface study of it, building up from a 
first “ impression ” an “ idea ” of what tho character was; 
and proceeded—not to modify this, in the light of other 
records of tho character, gathered from diverse sources, 
but—to interpret subsequent actions in the light of the 
original “impression.” In other words, tho a posteriori 
philosopher ocAisionally introduced a priori fictions into 
his historic survey, appearing rather as an advocate with 
his brief than as an inductive student of fact and event 
Abundant illustration of this will Ire found in his esti- 
ftates of Charles 1., of Queen Mary, of the Cavaliers 
and Roundheads, of Knox and the Reformers. 

There were type^ of individual character with which 
Hume had no sympathy; and there were historical 
movements, in which the fervour of tho people was 
enlisted, on which he commented as an outsido critic 
would. *He detested tho fanatics of every age (and, 

P.—XI. p 
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lightly enough, condemned them) ;‘but he had less sym¬ 
pathy with the struggles of the people after, constitu¬ 
tional liberty than with thgir loyal obedience to existing 
powers. Perhaps ( his early distaste for Ihe science of 
jurisprudence, and his real ignorance of it, unfitted him 
for doing justice to points in the historical development 
of British law, and the constitutional history of England. 

The more closely it is looked into, it will be seen 
that Hume the Historian cannot be separated from Hume 
the Philosopher. The fundamental doctrine of empiri¬ 
cism may be seen underlying the whole of the o< His¬ 
tory.’ He wrote the latter work after he had explicitly 
abandoned a philosophy of a priori principles, and come 
thoroughly under contemporary influence. A Scotsman 
trained in France, and a follower of the experiential 
method, he read the history of |iis country under the 
prejudices of his system and position; and he wrote it 
far too quickly. While his brother historian, Robertson, 
spent more than six hears ovqr his ‘ Scotland,’ Hume 
wrote the first volume of his ‘ England ’ in little more 
than a year; and when revising it, he altered rapidly, 
without the necessary research. His Bias against the 
Whigs grew with that on which it fed. If—as was the 
case—many of the Roundheads were fanatics, and the 
majority of the Cavaliers were of a more tolerant spirit, 
that was enough for Hume. He at once exaggerate 
both. His historical style is undoubtedly good. It is 
specially clear and vivid—not a dry-digest of annals, but 
a pioturesque narrative, lit up by gleams of happy char¬ 
acterisation, and many felicitous side-comments’ on men 
and things. And as such it soon took its place, both, at. 
home and abroad Lord Byttleton, who was prepOxuig 
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afiiatory of his own, and to whom Hume sent the proof- 
Aeets ia'advance, thanked him with marked cordiality. 
Helyeiius praised itsphiloso^iical spirit, and its impar¬ 
tiality; and urged him to take up ansabandoned idea of 
writing the history of the Church, which ho called "le 
plus 'beau projet du monde "—telling Hume (in June 
1703) that the subject was worthy fit him and ho of the 
subject. In February 1766 (and again in 1773) D’Alem¬ 
bert did the same. 

•fy i3 easy to point to defects in Hume’s work, especi¬ 
ally the light of those histories of F.ngland that 
have followed it, and the new methods of investigation, 
which have made the work of the historian so much 
simpler to the writers of the nineteenth century, and 
the result so much more satisfactory to their readers. 
But while his 1 History of England 1 is now little read— * 
simply because we have others that are more valuable 
and more trustworthy to turn ty—it remains, and will 
probably always remaif!, a notable literary landmark; 
while as an illustration, both of his opinions and of his 
tendencies in jjJiilosophy, it may retain a valuo out of 
proportion to its intrinsic merit as a record of the past 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION. 

In tho original plan of this volume, it was intended to 
dovoto a chapter to “ Tho subsequent issue of tho 
philosophy of Hume.” This must bo reserved for the 
book referred to in tho preface, as it involves tho consid¬ 
eration not only of tho course wlych Speculation subse¬ 
quently took in Britain, but also its development on the 
Continent—especially tho idealistic reaction in Kant’s 
reply to Hume. 

What Kant did for philosophy in general, and what 
was subsequently wrought out by Hegel, has been already 
told in these “ Philosophical Glassies.® Their work, 
taken together, forms tho complctest counter-statement 
to the teaching of Hume. The independent reply made 
to him, however, by a robust philosopher in his own 
country, may bo alluded to in a single paragraph, as Tt 
has a distinct valuo of its own, being prior, and indigen¬ 
ous, acute, and modest withaL The great achievements 
of modem thought on tho Continent—which have njpde 
the close of the eighteenth and the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, A.D., as illustrious in European 
speculation, as were the fourth and the third oentmjes 
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B.O. in Greece,—have not unnaturally cast into the shade 
the les»* brilliant w«rk of Reid and his successors in 
Scotland. 

But if Reid was imaginatively dull, and gifted with 
no original speculative genius, he had all tho better 
qualities of tho Aberdonian intellect — shrewdness, 
patience, penetration, and sagacity. He was the per¬ 
sonification of common-sense. His dislike of paradox 
and super-subtilty, his firm grasp of the obvious data 
iff „consciousness, his reference of secondary psycho¬ 
logical truths to metaphysical first principles, and his 
modest contentment with what he regarded as tho limits 
of tho knowable, give him a place of his own in the 
history of philosophy. His extreme candour was seen 
in his forwarding the MS. of his ‘Inquiry’ to Hume 
before sending it tel the press. Hume rend it, and 
wrote to Reid about it; although his compliment, it 
must 1)G owned, was a dubioqp one. He praised its 
“ perspicuity,” and said it was rare to find anything so 
philosophical, written with so much spirit, and affording 
so much entertainment to the reader. Many friendly 
letters passed between the disputants in February and 
March 1763. Reid expressed his debt to Hume, and 
said ho had learned more from his writings than from 
jdl others put together. It has been the fashion—in 
some quarters a natural one we may admit—to deny to 
this vigorous Aberdonian the title of philosopher at all. 
Obtuse in certain directions he undoubtedly was: but, 
ndt to, refer to tho fact of his commanding tho full 
intellectual respect of. such a contemporary as Humo 
himself, ^md of successors such as Hamilton and Cousin, 
there is no doubt that his vigorous grasp of psycho- 
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logical facts—although he seldom saw the inner essence 
of the facts, and although lie multiplied li»3 “ first 
principles” too readily, aifd fell hack on them some¬ 
what helplessly at'lho pinch of a speculative difficulty 
—was both a natural reaction from tliq, agnosticism of 
Hume, and a healthful protest against it. Reid felt 
that in philosophy we must take our stand somewhere, 
and make an explicit start from first principles, duly 
attested and authenticated. His easily caricatured doc¬ 
trine of “ common-sense ” is simply an appeal to ^,l!b 
common consciousness of all men, as contrasted with 
what might be an intellectual vagary, disguised as the 
special insight or the cultured reasoning of the few. 
That his philosophy was, in the last resort, a common¬ 
place one, is a charge which Reid would not have 
resented, but would have admitted and defended The 
prociso point of his reply to Hume, with-its resemblanco 
to, and its difference fro^n, the fuller replies of Kant and 
his successors, must be left to fi future work. Mean¬ 
while, some general remarks on Hume himself will fitly 
close this chapter and volume. 

Wo have seen that, in the philosophical schools, the 
succession is usually through conflict, and the progress 
by antagonism. It follows that, in most instances, the 
real significance of a great system ic not discerned til^, 
some time after tho death of its founder. Immediate 
controversy fastens upon its accidents quite as much as 
its essentials; and its main position—its intellectual 
centre of gravity, so to speak—may even he misunder¬ 
stood in the first turmoil of debate. By-and-by the 
dust of controversy is laid ( ; and the system t— having 
been critically appraised by many minds, from opposite 
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pdints of view —is more adequately understood than was 
^X>8sibl%*when it first*appeared. 

Tim was distinctly the caso with Hume. By none of 
his contemporaries was he fully understood. A few saw 
the results of his teaching, but they could not compre¬ 
hend its deeper significance, nor its relation to the past. 
They did not see that, in its initial stages, it was merely 
a development of the method of Socrates, and of tho 
Cartesian doubt; and that, in its completed form, it 

Was tho “honest doubt” in which — if there did not 

o 

“lira more faith” than “in half the creeds” it over¬ 
threw—there was at least neither an iota of scorn, nor 
that “vaunting of itself,” which has been the bane of 
many a positive philosophy. liven to this day it is 
difficult for some persons to see that the sceptic’s func¬ 
tion is a nectary 'gic in every age; and that it must 
always assert itself, after a period of uncritical faith, or 
dogmatic affirmation. Adequately to recognise this 
may be the best, antidote to tfie evil which a one-sided 
scepticism breeds. It is, moreover, a very obvious cor¬ 
ollary of one of the simplest of truths—viz. this, that 
no intellectual conclusion, come to by the speculative 
reason, however clearly realised, can possibly continue 
to satisfy it; nay, that every time it is grasped by tho 
mind, after its fiijd recognition, it of necessity assumes 
a different aspect. It comes back altered in the very 
act of reapprehension; partly because it is seen each 
time from a diffeftnt point of view, under an altered 
light, jrnd partly because it returns associated with other 
truths; or views of the universe. Every intellectual 
s>steni # is thus of necessity transient; but if, in virtue 
fit this almost elementary fact, one were to maintain 
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that all truth was fluid, and that no standard of the 
true or the good was obtainable, a dogma woul<f«underli8 
the doubt, and even contradict it. Already, in the very 
statement of the sceptic's position, a dogma lies in germ, 
and that dogma, dragged out into daylight, becomes, as 
much as the most elaborate system, open to the attack 
which scepticism initiates. 

Occasionally dogmatic Ilumc could not fail to be; 
dogmatic, that is to say, in his avowal that an ultimate 
dogma, whether as to nature of substance or of cagsS, 
was unattainable. But dogmatism was not the prevail¬ 
ing tone of his mind. It was rather that of suspense, or 
uncertainty, as to all ultimate things; and when he had 
once “made up his mind” in reference to any minor 
question, within the range of phenomenal fact or law, he 
he did not care to reopen it. As /ie grew older, he be¬ 
came increasingly averse to speculative inquiry as such. 
As he said to Blair, in reference to Dr Campbell’s dis¬ 
courses on miracles, “ I have lcfcig since done with all 
inquiries into such subjects.” That was the form which 
the conservative instinct of advancing n^e assumed in 
Hume; but it was simply because he believed the problem 
to be an insoluble one, and because he therefore bowed 
to the inevitable. There was not a spark of irreveronco 
in Hume; and his bitterest opponents never charge^ 
him with intolerance, or with antagonism to religion. 
On the contrary, he was recognised as a reasonable con¬ 
formist to religious practice, even while ho was intellec¬ 
tually unconvinced as to the data on which that practice 
rested. All his contemporaries—excepting tho&e who 
were, let us say, constitutionally biassed againsj hin9— 
join in honouring him for his honesty, his sincerity, h» 
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generosity, his unbounded good-humour, his cheerful 
£pirit,^a*d the calm «tranquillity of his outlook. His 
cheerfulness never forsook him, while the malady that 
killed him advanced with rapid step. • But, on the other 
hand, there wa% a certain rigidity of mind, and oven a 
ponderousness, in the way in which ho dealt with the 
problems which he finally set aside. To be prosaic 
rather than poetic he would himself have regarded ns 
a title to honour amongst philosophers; but in conso- 
qftfijjce of this, and from tho very want of tho “ inward 
eye,”^ie never saw tho ideal side of things. To Humo 
the ideal was equivalent to tho fantastic; and his want 
of idealism—his habit of prosaic literalness—cut him off 
from appreciating one half of the philosophy, the art, tho 
literature, and the life of the world. 

Social as he was it temperament, there is no doubt 
that, in the elaboration of his philosophy, Humo was a 
solitary being. Intellectually he # was quite ns much alone 
in working it out, as Spinoza was in the construction 
of his. It is curious, in this connection, to think of him 
in the early days at Xinewells boldly facing the great 
problem for himself, communicating with no one, be¬ 
cause there were none with whom In; could sympatheti¬ 
cally exchange ideas. It is still more curious to follow 
iiim during the yeans he spent in France at Kheims and 
La Flfiche. Why ho chose these places for a retreat, we 
know not; but we think of him as a recluse, meditating 
and writing, pacing *the quiet streets alone, and at inter¬ 
val composing his ‘ Treatise ’ with its one great negative 
conclusion —the remorseless “everlasting no.” It was 
th#oamf to the very close gf his life, though his geni¬ 
ality increasingly developed itself. When his friends 
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iS*' *^|>ed & upon him at James’s Court, or St David Street, 
in Edinburgh, to spend some hou*s of pleasanktalk anti 
social intercourse, he was Audi more emphatically alone 
than any of them %ver knew. 

The representative man of his age, ^nd in some re¬ 
spects of his century, his friendships were rather happy 
acquaintanceships than sympathetic unions of heart anil 
soul. Hence the close of a friendship was not in any 
special sense painful to him. It is no disparagement to 
him to say that he never loved any one intensely. £ffh- 
stitutionally lie could not identify himself with tte in¬ 
terests of others. Perhaps some of his ethical views 
might have been modified had he done so. 

Even his knowledge of human nature—though wide, 
varied, sagacious, and many-sided 1 —was not profound. 
It was curiously shallow in somordiroctions, and ono or 
two of the finest and rarest features of our humanity 
wore absolutely unknown to him. A certain strength 
of character, as well as a digiftty of bearing, were liis 
habitually; but these were, quite compatible with de¬ 
ficiency of insight in other directions. „ Anil while in¬ 
tellectually bold, in argument always intrepid, and in 
character supremely tolerant, he was to a curious extent 
a man of the period—ft child of that eighteenth century, 
both in its strength and in its limitations. We cannqj 

1 lie was not so encyclopedic as Bacon, nor even as Hobbes, and 
was certainly far inferior in this characteristic to many philoso¬ 
phers both of ancient and modern times— e.g. } to Aristotle and to 
Leibniz. He was not learned, in the ordinary acceptation ofOthe 
term. It was bis clear sighted thoroughness, the vigorous and in¬ 
cisive way in which he grasped the problems he dealt with — so 
far as he was able to see into them—that was his chief ’ntellectual 
characteristic. * • 
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realise Hume at his ease in any other century or period, 
as we can realise many lesser men transplanted from 
their time, and carried either* backward or forward sym¬ 
pathetically. This was in one sensef a merit; but, in 
another, it narrowed him, and certain types of character 
were a complete puzzle to him. 

The physiognomist can see the prevailing spirit of the 
eighteenth century stamped on the very faces of its 
representative men; and the Scottish men of letters 
HW Smith, Ferguson, Kobertson, Blair, Carlyle—arc 
especially typical of the period. lie sees shrewdness, 
worldly wisdom, common-sense, acuteness, and strength 
combined; but no delicacy of insight, no vision behind 
the veil of phenomena, no inclination either to sound 
the depths or to climb the heights of speculative wis¬ 
dom; and, on the nufnl side, a self-oentredness (which 
was an undoubted virtue), but no self-sacriliee—at least 
in the high or heroic sense. Tin* result was that, 
throughout the whole (Itriod though there, were many 
strong and notable personalities - there was little elevation 
and no idealism From the very neipiieseenne of Hume’s 
temperament, and the absence of the heroic element, 
there was a placid acceptance of things ns they are, 
without protest and without recaleitration. Hence 
Jjo was no iconoclast of the institutions that surround¬ 
ed him, however much he saw through (or thought 
he saw through) the opinions that were cherished 
within them. He tv as conservative, in the best sense 
of the term, of all that brought with it the prestige of 
antiquity, and thought it an unproductive vocation to 
speftd oi^’s time in merely exposing illusions. So far 
Wh 
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But, with all its tolerant width and happj acquies¬ 
cence, Hume’s philosophy is meagre ; and, as ft jystem, 
it is poverty-stricken. Ono rises from a^perusal of his 
chief works with 0 the feeling that, after the process 
of disintegration has been accomplished, a very small 
residue is all that remains for humanity; that a few 
propositions, mostly^ negative, are tho sole outcome of 
the philosophy of experience. Although in his own 
nature an indigenous growth, it was more French than 
Scottish in its essential features . 1 It is after .•If a 
surface philosophy, and it was admitted to be so*by its 
author. It was right in much that it affirmed, but it 
was wrong in what it denied; and it was unfortunately 
louder in its negation than in its affirmation. Tho 
truth is, wo cannot push tho philosophy of experience 
too far; hence the service whi«h Hume rendered to 
English thought, and to tho thought of the world. But 
then, we may stop short at the philosophy of experience, 
without transcending it; and Hence tho inevitable re¬ 
action which followed, a reaction towards that idealism 
which Humo discarded. To put the caas otherwise : to 
limit philosophy to tho sphere of experience cannot be 
erroneous, if tho sphere of experience bo widened to in¬ 
clude all its dements. It is only erroneous when tho 
sphere is narrowed to ono half of its legitimate area-* 

1 In this connection, it is essential to remember the historical 
fact that, although Hume’s ‘ Treatise ’ toofoehape in his college days, 
and was written before he was twenty-five, all the subsequent de¬ 
velopments of his mind were determined by the current philosljphy 
of France, which had already popularised Locke. If we recall Hume’s 
contempt for the philosophy of the past, and his appreciate of 
Locke’s empiricism, we see the close link of connection fetweeq the 
doctrine he avowed and tho tone of society in which he moved. * 
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vus, to the “thing? which do appear” : and idealists 
maintain that the more important half, and that which 
gives %11 its significance to the former, is that section of 
experience which deals with the realties that underlie 
“appearance.” They venture to deseribo it, not as a 
strong, but as aVeak and even a helpless sort of philoso¬ 
phy, that contents itself with registering facts, and remain¬ 
ing dumb before them, without ever raising a question 
as to what a phenomenon is ; or, if tho question is raised, 
returning an agnostic answer, and proceeding to arrango 
the phenomena in groups, after tho manner of the 
sciences. 

Thus wTien Hume abandoned the pursuit of truth 
beyond the report of tho senses (which ho held to bo 
illusive) and settled down acquiescently amongst the 
phenomena of experience—virtually treating all tho 
problems of Philosophy, of Morals, and of Keligion, as 
questions of Natural History—wo feel that he was blind 
to the significance of o#e half of the sphere of reality 
constitutionally colour ■ blind let us say (repeating a 
phrase we have already used), and so avoid both tho 
philosophical complaint and the theological anathema. 
But then, one who has an eye open to the other side of 
Nature and of human life—which was a total blank to 
Hume —finds that^ the result of an erroneous theory of 
knowledge may be quite at serious as a defect in prac¬ 
tical conduct. Hume, as we have seen, did not believe 
in the “ inward eye ” of tho poet and the seer; or he 
aligned to it a very subordinate office, if not an ignoble 
function. In his writings we miss all inwardness of 
vigion, and find little intellectual plummet-sounding: 
§nd, again to speak in a*figure, if no bottom earn be 
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reached, what does it matter whether you sink your 
sounding-line a dozen yards or ten thousand fathoms im 
the ocean of existence! «Of course this metajAor is 
of use, only in onh;r that we may discard it. We may 
sound tho physical ocean successfully, but we cannot 
explore tho ocean of existence so that* no mystery re¬ 
mains ; and tlicro are some who tell us that the ac¬ 
knowledgment of an ultimate mystery, the admission 
of a je ne sum quoi in philosophy, is tho samo thing as 
an abandonment of philosophy, and a recourse to ag¬ 
nosticism. It is not so ; because, from the very f.afuro 
of tho case, knowledge lies within the ignorance, if tho 
recognition of tho mystery bo intelligent. 

A concluding remark may be made as to the best 
antidote to the ono-sidcducss of the philosophy of expe¬ 
rience. It will be found, not so much in tho study of 
tho opposite philosophy of idealism (though that is 
always salutary), as in the study of tho Philosophy of 
History, which proves' conclusively that tho human 
mind cannot rest in a sectarian theory of knowledge; 
but that, as action and reaction are equal and opposite, 
as well as invariable, every materialistic movement 
must sooner or later be followed by an idealistic one, 
and overy destructive theory ho succeeded by a con¬ 
structive one. Still better—as tho baffled ontologist is 
bo often indebted to the “prophets of tho beautiful’* 
for help when mero speculation fails him—tho anti¬ 
dote may be found in a study of th* way in which the 
“ open secret ” has been understood by tho chief idod- 
istic poets of tho world, from Dante to Wordsworth. 
By none of them have we been taught more than by $he 

t *' 
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last not only to recogniso that “stream of tendency” 
•which fl^ws around jis—and on which wo arc homo 
forwarSs—but also to hear 

“Authentic tidings of invisible tlnngs, 

Of ebb, nid flow, and ever-during power, 

And central peace subsisting at the heart 
Of endless agitation.” 


END OF 1II*ME. 
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